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ADVERTISEMENT. 


Tue following work was written in the early part 
of last year, for Messrs. Rivington’s ‘‘ Theological 
Library ;” but as it seemed, on its completion, 
little fitted for the objects with which that publi- 
cation has been undertaken, it makes its appear- 
ance in an independent form. Some apology is 
due to the reader for the length of the introduc- 
tory chapter, but it was intended as the opening 
of a more extensive undertaking. It may be 
added, to prevent mistake, that the theological 
works cited at the foot of the page, are referred 
to for the facts, rather than the opinions they 
contain ; though some of them, as the ‘“‘ Defensio 
Fidei Nicene,” evince gifts, moral and intel- 
lectual, of so high a cast, as to render it a pri- 
vilege to be allowed to sit at the feet of their 
authors, and to receive the words, which they 
have been, as it were, commissioned to deliver. 
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CHAPTER FE 


SCHOOLS AND PARTIES IN AND ABOUT THE ANTE- 
NICENE CHURCH, CONSIDERED IN THEIR RELATION 
TO THE ARIAN HERESY. 


SECTION I. 


THE CHURCH OF ANTIOCH. 


Ir is proposed, in the following pages, to trace the cHap. I. 
outlines of the history of Arianism, between the ‘®t: 
first and the second General Councils. These are 
its natural chronological limits, whether by Arian- 
ism we mean a heresy or a party in the Church. In 
the Council held at Nicza, in Bithynia, a. p. 325, 
it was formally detected and condemned. In the 
subsequent years it ran its course, through various 
modifications of opinion, and with various success, 
till the date of the second General Council, held 
A. D. 381, at Constantinople, when the resources of 
B 
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THE CHURCH OF ANTIOCH. 


cnap.1. heretical subtilty being at length exhausted, the 
sro. Arian party was ejected from the Catholic body, 


and formed into a distinct sect, exterior toit. It 
is during this period, while it still maintained its 
hold upon the creeds and the government of the 
Church, that it especially invites the attention of 
the student in ecclesiastical history. Afterwards, 
it presents nothing new in its doctrine, and is only 
remarkable as becoming the animating principle of 
a second series of persecutions, when the barbarians 
of the North, who were infected with the heresy, 
possessed themselves of the provinces of the Roman 
empire. 

The line of history, which is thus limited by the 
two first Ecumenical Councils, will be found to 
pass through a variety of others, provincial and 
patriarchal, which form easy and intelligible divi- 
sions of it, and present the heretical doctrine in the 
various stages of its impiety. Accordingly, these 
shall be taken as cardinal points for our narrative 
to rest upon ;—and it will matter little in effect, 
whether it be called a history of the Councils, or of 
Arianism, between the eras already marked out. 

However, it is necessary to direct the reader’s 
attention, in the first place, to the state of parties 
and schools, in and about the Church, at the time 
of its rise, and to the sacred doctrine which it as- 
sailed, in order to obtain a due insight into the 
history of the controversy ; and the discussions 
which these subjects involve, will occupy a con- 


_ siderable portion of the volume. I shall address 
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myself without delay to this work; and, in this cmap. 1. 


section, propose to show that Arianism originated sect". - 


in the Church of Antioch, and to observe upon the Enon 


state and genius of that Church in primitive times. 
In the sections which follow, I shall consider its 
relation towards the -heathen philosophies and 
heresies then prevalent; and towards the Church 
of Alexandria, to which it is often referred, though 
with very little pretence of reasoning. The con- 
sideration of the doctrine of the Trinity, shall form 
a separate chapter. 


During the third century, the Church of Antioch Paulus of 


was more or less acknowledged as the metropolis 
of Syria, Cilicia, Phcenicia, Comagene, Osrhoene, 
and Mesopotamia, in which provinces it afterwards 
held patriarchal sway’. It had been the original 
centre of apostolical missions among the heathen’; 
and claimed St. Peter himself for its first bishop, 
who had been succeeded by Ignatius, Theophilus, 
Babylas, and ethers, of sacred memory in the uni- 
versal Church, as champions and martyrs of the 
faith °. The secular importance of the city added 
to the influence which accrued to it from the re- 
ligious associations thus connected with its name, 
especially when the emperors made Syria the seat 
of their government. This ancient and celebrated 
Church, however, is painfully conspicuous in the 


’ Bingham, Antiq. ix. 1. ? Acts xi. xiii. Xiv. 
* Vide Tillemont. Mem. vol. i. &c. 
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cuap.1. middle of the century, as affording so open a ma- 
sccr.1. nifestation of the spirit of Antichrist, as to fulfil 


almost literally the prophecy of the Apostle in 
2 Thess. ii’. Paulus, of Samosata, who was raised 
to the see of Antioch not many years after the mar- 
tyrdom of Babylas, after holding the episcopate for 
ten years, was deposed by a Council of eastern bi- 
shops, held in that city a. p. 272, on the ground 
of his heretical notions concerning the nature of 


‘Christ. His original calling seems to have been 


that of a sophist?; how he obtained admittance 
into the clerical order is unknown; his elevation, 
or at least, his continuance in the see, he owed to 
the celebrated Zenobia*®, to whom his literary at- 
tainments, and his political talents, may be sup- 
posed to have recommended him. Whatever were 
the personal virtues of the Queen of the East, who 
is said to have been a Jewess by birth or creed, it 
is not surprising that she was little solicitous for the 
credit or influence of the Christian Church within 
her dominions. The character of Paulus is con- 
signed to history in the Synodal letter of the bi- 


* Vide Euseb. vii. 30. 

2 Mosheim, de Reb. ante Constant. sec. iii. §. 35. 

* He was raised to the episcopate at the commencement of 
Odenatus’s successes against Sapor, (Tillemont. Mem. vol. iv. 
Chronol.) In the years which followed, he held a civil magis- 
tracy with his ecclesiastical dignity ; in the temporalities of which, 
moreover, he was upheld by Zenobia, some years after his formal 


deposition by the neighbouring bishops. (Basnag. Annal. a. p. 
269, §. 6.) 
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shops, written at the time of his condemnation!; cuap.t. 
which, being circulated through the Church, might sec. :. 


fairly be trusted, even though the high names of 
Gregory of Neocesarea and Firmilian were not 
found in the number of his judges. It is there 
marked with a rapacity, an arrogance, a vulgar 
ostentation and desire of popularity, an extraordi- 
nary profaneness, and a profligacy, which cannot 
but reflect seriously upon the Church and clergy 
which elected, and so long endured him. As to 
his heresy, it is difficult to determine what were 
his precise sentiments concerning the Person of 
Christ, though they were certainly derogatory of 
the doctrine of His absolute divinity and eternal 
existence. Indeed, it is probable that he had not 
any clear view on the solemn subject on which he 
allowed himself to speculate; nor was anxious to 
make proselytes and form a party in the Church’. 
Ancient writers inform us that his heresy was a kind 
of Judaism in doctrine, adopted to please his Jew- 
ish patroness*; from the very object which he set 
before him, it was not likely to be very systematic 
or profound. His habits, too, as a sophist, would 
dispose him to employ himself in attacks upon the 
Catholic doctrine, and in irregular discussion, ra- 
ther than in the sincere effort to obtain some defi- 


1 Euseb. Hist. vii. 30. 

* Mosheim, de Reb. ante Const. § 35, n. 1. 

* Athan. Epist. ad Monachos, §. 71. Theod. Her. ii. 8. Chrysost. 
in Joann. Hom. 7. but Philastr. Her. §. 64. says that Paulus 


docuit Zenobiam judaizare. 
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cHap. I. nite conclusions, to satisfy his own mind or con- 


SECT, I. 


vince others. And the supercilious spirit, which 
the Synodal letter describes as leading him to 
express contempt for the divines who preceded 
him at Antioch, would naturally occasion incau- 
tion in his theories, and a carelessness about 
guarding them from inconsistencies, even where 
he perceived them. Indeed, the Primate of 
Syria had already obtained the highest post to 
which ambition could aspire, and had nothing to 
labour for; and having, as we find, additional en- 
gagements as a civil magistrate, he would still less 
be likely to covet the barren honours of an here- 
siarch. A sect, it is true, was formed upon his 
tenets, and called after his name, and has a place 
in ecclesiastical history till the middle of the 5th 
century ; butit never was a considerable body, and 
even as early as the date of the Nicene Council, 
had split into parties, differing by various shades 
of heresy from the orthodox faith’. Weshall have 
a more correct notion, then, of the heresy of Paulus, 
if we consider him as the founder of a school rather 
than of a sect, as encouraging in the Church the 
use of those disputations, and sceptical inquiries, 
which belonged to the heathen academies, and 
scattering up and down the seeds of errors, which 
sprang up and bore fruit in the generation after 
him. A confirmation of this view, which is sug- 
gested by the original vocation of Paulus, the tem- 


' Tillemont. Mem. vol. iv. p. 126. Athan. in Arianos, iv. 30. 
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poral motives which are said to have influenced cuap. 1. 
him, and by his inconsistencies, is derived from ‘#°r« 
the circumstance, that his intimate friend and fel- 
low-countryman, Lucian, who schismatized or was 
excommunicated on his deposition, held heretical 

tenets of a diametrically opposite nature, i. e. what 

were afterwards called Arian, Paulus himself ad- 
vocating a doctrine which nearly resembled what 

is commonly called the Sabellian. 

More shall be said concerning Paulus of Samo- Lucian, _ 
sata presently ; but now let us advance to the his- reine 
tory of this Lucian, a man of learning’, and at 
length a martyr, but who may almost be consi- 
dered the author of Arianism. It is very common, 
though evidently illogical, to infer the actual rise 
of one school of opinions from another, from some 
real or supposed similarity in their respective tenets. 

It is thus, e. g. Platonism, or again, Origenism, 
has been assigned as the actual source from which 
Arianism was derived. Now, Lucian’s doctrine is 
known to have been precisely the same as that 
species of Arianism afterwards called Semi-arian- 
ism?; but it is not on that account that the rise of 


1 He was distinguished in biblical literature, being the author 
of a third edition of the Septuagint. Vid. Tillemont. Mem. vol. v. 
p- 202, 203. Du Pin, cent. ii. 

2 Bull, Baronius, and others, maintain his orthodoxy. The 
Semi-arians adopted his creed, which is extant. Though a friend, 
as it appears, of Paulus, he opposed the Sabellians, (by one of 
whom he was at length betrayed to the heathen persecutors of the 
Church,) and this opposition would lead him to incautious state- 
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cuap. 1. Arianism is here attributed to him. There is an 
sect.1. historical, and not merely a doctrinal connexion 


between him and the Arian party. In his school 
are found, in matter of fact, the names of most of 
the original advocates of Arianism, and all those 
who were the most influential in their respective 
Churches throughout the East :—Arius himself, 
Eusebius of Nicomedia, Leontius, Eudoxius, Aste- 
rius, and others, who will be familiar to us in the 
sequel ; and these actually appealed to him as 
their authority, and adopted from him the party 
designation of Collucianists'. In spite of this un- 
doubted connexion between Lucian and the Arians, 
we might be tempted to believe, that the assertions 
of the latter concerning his heterodoxy, originated 
in their wish to implicate a man of high character 
in the censures which the Church directed against 
themselves, were it not undeniable, that during the 
patriarchates of the three prelates who successively 
followed Paulus, Lucian was under excommunica- 
tion. The Catholics, too, are silent in his vindica- 
tion, and some of them actually admit his un- 
soundness *. However, ten or fifteen years before 
his martyrdom, he was reconciled to the Church ; 
and we may suppose, that he then recanted what- 


ments of an Arian tendency. Vid. below, Section vy. Epiphanius 
(Ancor. 33.) tells us, that he considered the Word in the Person 
of Christ as the substitute for a human soul. 

' Theod. Hist. i. 5. Epiph. Hee. Ixix. 6. Cave Hist. Lite- 
rar. vol. i. p. 201. 

* Theod. Hist. i. 4. 
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ever was heretical in his creed: and his glorious cyap.1. 
end was allowed to wipe out from the recollection sxcr. 1. 
of Catholics of succeeding times those passages of 

his history, which nevertheless were so miserable 

in their results in the age succeeding his own. 
Chrysostom’s panegyric on the festival of his mar- 
tyrdom is still extant, Rufinus mentions him in 
honourable terms, and Jerome praises his industry, 
erudition, and eloquence in writing '. 

Such is the historical connexion at very first Arianism of 
sight between the Arian party and the school of te 
Antioch: corroborative evidence will hereafter 
appear, in the similarity of character which exists 
between the two bodies. At present let it be taken 
as a confirmation of a fact, which Lucian’s history 
directly proves, that Eusebius the historian, who 
is suspected of Arianism, and his friend Paulinus 
of Tyre, one of its first and principal supporters, 
though not pupils of Lucian, were more or less 
educated, and the latter ordained at Antioch? 
while in addition to the Arian prelates at Nicza 
already mentioned, Theodotus of Laodicea, Gre- 
gory of Berytus, Narcissus of Neronias, and two 
others, who were all supporters of Arianism at the 
Council, were all situated within the ecclesiastical 
influence, and some of them in the vicinity of An- 
tioch * ; so that, (besides Arius himself,) of thirteen 


1 Vid. Tillemont. Mem. vol. v. ibid. 
? Vales. de vit. Euseb. et ad Hist. x. i. 
° Tillemont. Mem. vol. vi. p. 276. 
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cuap. 1. prelates, who according to Theodoret, arianized at 


SECT. I. 


Its Juda- 
ism. 


the Council, nine are referrible to the Syrian pa- 
triarchate. If we continue the history of the con- 
troversy, we have fresh evidence of the connexion 
between Antioch and Arianism. During the in- 
terval between the Nicene Council and the death 
of Constantius (A.p. 325—861.), Antioch is the 
metropolis of the heretical, as Alexandria of the 
orthodox party. At Antioch, the heresy recom- 
menced its attack upon the Church after the deci- 
sion at Nicea. Inacouncil held at Antioch, it 
first showed itself in the shape of Semi-arianism, 
when Lucian’s creed was produced. ‘There, too, 
in this and subsequent councils, negociations on 
the doctrine in dispute were conducted with the 
Western Church. At Antioch, lastly, and at 
Tyre, a suffragan see, the sentence of condemna- 
tion was pronounced upon Athanasius. 

Hitherto I have spoken of individuals as the 
authors of the apostasy which is to engage our 
attention in the following chapters: but there is 
reason to fear that men like Paulus, were but 
symptoms of a corrupted state of the Church. The 
history of the times gives us sufficient evidence of 
the luxuriousness of Antioch ; and it need scarcely 
be said, that coldness in faith is the sure conse- 
quence of relaxation of morals. Here, however, 
passing by this general subject, which is too ob- 
vious to require dwelling upon, I would rather 
direct the reader’s attention to the particular form 
which the Antiochene corruptions seem to have 
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assumed, viz., that of Judaism; which at that 
time, it must be recollected, was the creed of an 
existing nation, acting upon the Church, and not 
merely, as at this day, a system of opinions more 
or less discoverable among professing Christians. 

The fortunes of the Jewish people had expe- 
rienced a favourable change since the reign of 
Hadrian. The violence of Roman persecution 
had been transferred to the Christian Church ; 
while the Jews, gradually recovering their strength, 
and obtaining permission to settle and make pro- 
selytes to their creed, at length became an influen- 
tial political body in the neighbourhood of their 
ancient home, especially in the Syrian provinces 
which were at that time the chief residence of 
the court. Severus (a.p. 194.) is said to have 
been the first to extend to them the imperial favour, 
though he afterwards withdrew it. Heliogabalus, 
and Alexander, natives of Syria, gave them new 
privileges ; and the latter went so far as to place 
the image of Abraham in his private chapel among 
the objects of his ordinary worship. Philip the 
Arabian continued towards them a countenance, 
which was converted into an open patronage in 
the reign of Zenobia. During the Decian perse- 
eution, they had been sufficiently secure at Car- 
thage, to venture to take part in the popular ridi- 
cule directed against the Christians; and they 
are even said to have incited Valerian to his cruel- 
ties against the Church. ! 


' Basnage Hist. des Juifs. vi. 12. Tillemont. Hist. des Emper. iii. iv. 
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But this direct hostility was not the only, nor the 
most formidable means of harassing their religious 
enemies, which their improving fortunes opened 
upon them. With their advancement in wealth 
and importance, their national character displayed 
itself under a new exterior. The moroseness for 
which they were previously notorious, in great 
measure disappears with their dislodgment from 
the soil of their ancestors ; and, on their re-appear- 
ance as settlers in a strange land, those festive, self- 
indulgent habits, which, in earlier times, had but 
drawn on them the animadversion of their Pro- 
phets, became their distinguishing mark in the 
eyes of external observers'. Presenting then the 
characters of a religion, sufficiently correct in the 
main articles of faith to satisfy the reason, and yet 
indulgent to the carnal nature of man, Judaism 
occupied that place in the Christian world, which 
has since been filled by a corruption of Christian- 
ity itself. While its adherents manifested a ran- 
corous malevolence towards the zealous champions 
of the Church, they courted the Christian popu- 
lace by arts adapted to captivate and corrupt the 
unstable and worldly-minded. Their pretensions 
to magical power gained them credit with the 
superstitious, to whom they sold amulets for the 
cure of diseases; their noisy spectacles attracted 
the curiosity of the idle, who weakened their faith, 
while they disgraced their profession, by attending 


‘Vid. Gibbon, Hist. ch. xvi. note 6. Chrysost. in Judeos i. 
p. 386—388, &c. 
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the worship of the synagogue. Accordingly there cnap.t. 
was formed around the Church a mixed multitude, s=¢?- 


who, without relinquishing their dependence on 


Christianity for the next world, sought in Judaism 
the promise of temporal blessings, and a more ac- 
commodating rule of life than the gospel revealed. 
Chrysostom found this evil so urgent at Antioch in 
his day, as to interrupt his course of homilies on 
the heresy of the Anomeeans, in order to direct his 
preaching against the seductions to which his 
hearers were then exposed, by the return of the 
Jewish festivals’. In another part of the empire, 
the Council of Iliberis found it necessary to forbid 
a superstitious custom, which had been introduced 
among the country people, of having recourse to 
the Jews for a blessing on their fields. Afterwards, 
Constantine made a law against the inter-marriage 
of Jews and Christians; and Constantius confis- 
cated the goods of Christians who lapsed to Ju- 
daism*. These successive enactments may be 
taken as evidence of the view entertained by the 
Church of her own danger, from the artifices of 
the Jews. Lastly, the attempt to rebuild the 
temple in Julian’s reign, was but the renewal 
of a project on their part, which Constantine had 
already frustrated, for re-instating their religion 
in its ancient ritual and country *.—Such was the 
position of the Jews towards the primitive Church ; 


* Chrysost. in Judzos i. ibid. p. 389, &c. 
? Bingham, Antiq. xvi. 6. Basnage, Hist. des Juifs vi. 14. 


* Chrysost. in Judzos iii. p. 435. 
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cna. I. especially in the patriarchate of Antioch ; which, I 
sect. have said, was their principal place of settlement, 
and at one time was under the civil government of 
a judaizing princess, the most illustrious personage 
of her times, who possessed influence enough 
among the Christians, to seduce the Metropolitan 
himself from the orthodox faith. But the evidence 
of the existence of Judaism, .as a system, in the 
portion of Christendom in question, is contained 
in a circumstance which deserves our particular 
attention ; the adoption, in those parts, of the 
quarto-deciman rule of observing Easter, when it 
was on the point of being discontinued in the 
Churches of proconsular Asia, where it had first 
prevailed. 
The Quar- It is well known, that at the close of the 2d cen- 
pene tury, a controversy arose between Victor, Bishop 
a of Rome, and Polycrates, Bishop of Ephesus, con- 
cerning the proper time for celebrating the Easter 
feast, or rather for terminating the ante-paschal 
fast. At that time, the whole of Christendom, 
with the exception of proconsular Asia, (a district 
of about 200 miles by 50) and its immediate neigh- 
bourhood', continued the fast on to the Sunday 
after the Jewish passover, which they kept as the 
festival, as we do now, in order that the weekly 
and yearly commemorations of the Resurrection 
might coincide. But the Christians of the procon- 
sulate, guided by Jewish custom, ended the fast on 


+ Euseb. Hist. v. 23—25. and Valer. ad loc. 
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the very day of the paschal sacrifice, without re- 
garding the actual place held in the week by the 
feast, which immediately followed ; and were ac- 
cordingly called Quarto-decimans '. Victor felt the 
inconvenience of this want of uniformity in the 
celebration of the chief Christian festival ; and was 
urgent, even far beyond the bounds of charity, and 
the rights of his see, in his endeavour to obtain 
the compliance of the Asiatics. Polycrates, who 
was primate of the quarto-deciman Churches, de- 
fended their peculiar custom by a statement which 
is plain and unexceptionable. They had received 
their rule, he said, from St. John and St. Philip 
the apostles, Polycarp of Smyrna, Melito of Sardis, 
and others; and deemed it incumbent on them 
to transmit as they had received. There was no- 
thing judaistic in this conduct; for, though the 
Apostles intended the Jewish discipline to cease 
with those converts who were born under it, yet it 
was by no means clear, that its calendar came 
under the proscription of its rites. On the other 
hand, it was natural that the Asian Churches should 
be affectionately attached to a custom which their 
first founders, and they inspired teachers, had 
sanctioned. 

But the case was very different, when Churches, 
which had for centuries observed the Gentile rule, 
adopted a custom, which at the time had only 
existence among the Jews. The Quarto-decimans 


1 Exod. xii. 6. Vid. Tillemont. Mem. vol. iii. p. 629, &c. 
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cnap. I. of the proconsulate had come to an end by a. D. 
sect. 276; and, up to that date, the Antiochene provinces 


kept their Easter feast in conformity with the 
Catholic usage'; yet at the time of the Nicene 
Council, (fifty years afterwards,) we find the 
latter the especial and solitary champions of the 
opposite rule’. We can scarcely doubt that they 
adopted it in imitation of the. Jews who were settled 
among them, who are known to have influenced 
them, and who, about that very date, be it ob- 
served, had a patroness in Zenobia, and, what was 
stranger, almost a convert in the person of the 
Christian Primate. There is evidence, moreover, 
of the growth of the custom in the patriarchate at 
the end of the third century ; which well agrees 
with the hypothesis of its being an innovation, and 
not founded on ancient usage. And again, (as was 
natural, supposing the change to begin at Antioch, ) 
at the date of the Nicene Council, it was established 
only in the Syrian Churches, and was but making 
its way with incomplete success in the extremities 
of the patriarchate. In Mesopotamia, Audius be- 
gan his schism with the characteristic of the quarto- 
deciman rule, just at the date of the Council? ; 
and about the same time, Cilicia was contested 
between the two parties, as I gather from the con- 


’ Tillemont. Mem. vol. iii. p. 48, who conjectures that Ana- 
tolius of Laodicea was the author of the change. But changes 
require predisposing causes. 

? Athan. ad Afros, §. 2. 

* Epiph. Heer. Ixx. §. 1. 
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flicting statements of Constantine and Athanasius, 
that it did, and that it did not, conform to the Gen- 
tile custom’. By the same time, the controversy 
had reached Egypt also. Epiphanius refers to a 
celebrated contest, now totally unknown, between 
one Crescentius, and Alexander, the first defender 
of the Catholic faith against Arianism’. 

It is true that there was a third Quarto-deciman 
school, lying geographically between the procon- 
sulate and Antioch, which at first sight might seem 
to have been the medium by which the Jewish 
custom was conveyed on from the former to the 
latter ; but there is no evidence of its existence till 
the end of the fourth century. In order to com- 
plete my account of the Quarto-decimans, and show 
more fully their relation to the Judaizers, I will here 
make mention of it; though, in doing so, I must 
somewhat digress trom the main subject under 
consideration. 

The portion of Asia Minor, lying between the 
proconsulate and the river Halys, may be re- 
garded, in the Ante-Nicene times, as one country, 
comprising the provinces of Phrygia, Galatia, 
Cappadocia, and Paphlagonia, afterwards included 
within the Exarchate of Caesarea; and was then 
marked by a religious character of a peculiar cast. 


? Athan. ad Afros supra. Socr. Hist. i. 9, where, by the bye, 
the proconsulate is spoken of as conforming to the general usage ; 
so as clearly to distinguish between the two Quarto-deciman 
schools. 


? Epiph. Ibid. §. 9. 
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cuap. 1. Socrates, speaking of this district, informs us, that 


sret.t. jts inhabitants were distinguished above other 


nations by a strictness and seriousness of manners, 
having neither the ferocity of the Scythians and 
Thracians, nor the frivolity and sensuality of the 
Orientals'. The excellent qualities, however, im- 
plied in this description, were tarnished by the 
love of singularity, the spirit of insubordination and 
separatism, and the gloomy spiritual pride which 
their history evidences. St. Paul’s Epistle furnishes 
us with the first specimen of this unchristian tem- 
per, as evinced in the conduct of the Galatians, 
who, dissatisfied with the exact evangelical doc- 
trine, aspired to some higher and more availing 
system than the Apostle preached to them. What 
the Galatians were in the first century, Montanus 
and Novatian became in the second and third; 
both authors of a harsh and arrogant discipline, 
both natives of the country in question*, and both 
meeting with especial success in that country, al- 
though the schism of the latter was organized at 
Rome, of which Church he was a presbyter. It 
was, moreover, the peculiarity, more or less, of 
both Montanists and Novatians, in those parts, to 
differ from the general Church as to the time of 
observing Easter*; whereas, neither in Africa nor 
in Rome did the two sects dissent from the received 


" Socrat. Hist. iv. 28, cf Epiph. Heer. xlviii. 14. 
* Vales ad loc. 
* Socrat. Hist. v. 22. Sozom. Hist. vii. 18. 
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rule’. What was the principle or origin of this cuap. 1. 
irregularity, does not clearly appear; unless we s=°?-! 


may consider as characteristic, what seems to be 
the fact, that when their neighbours of the procon- 
sulate were Quarto-decimans, they (in the words of 
Socrates) ‘‘shrank from feasting on the Jewish 
festival’,” and after the others had conformed to the 
Gentile rule, they, on the contrary, openly juda- 
ized*. This change in their practice, which took 
place at the end of the fourth century, was mainly 
effected by a Jew, of the name of Sabbatius, who, 
becoming a convert to Christianity, rose to the 
episcopate in the Novatian Church. Sozomen, in 
giving an account of the transaction, observes that 
it was a national custom with the Galatians and 
Phrygians to judaize in their observance of Easter. 
Coupling this remark with Eusebius’s mention of 
Churches in the neighbourhood of the proconsulate, 
as included among the Quarto-decimans whom 
Victor condemned‘, we may suspect that the per- 
versé spirit, which St. Paul reproves in his Epistle, 
and which we have been tracing in its Montanistic 
and Novatian varieties, still lurked in those parts 
in its original judaizing form, till, after a course of 
years, it was accidentally brought out by circum- 
stances upon the public scene of ecclesiastical his- 


1 Tertull. de jejun. 14. Vales. ad Sozom. vii. 18. Socrat. Hist. 
v. 21. 

? Valesius ad loc. applies this differently. 

* Socrat. Hist. v. 21. 

* Euseb. Hist. ut supra. 
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tory. If further evidence of the connexion of the 
Quarto-deciman usage with Judaism be required, I 
may refer to Constantine’s Nicene Edict, which 
forbids it, among other reasons, on the ground of 
its being Jewish’. 

To return. The evidence, which has been ad- 
duced for the existence of Judaism in the Church 
of Antioch, is not without -its bearing upon the 
history of the rise of Arianism. I will not say that 
the Arian doctrine is the direct result of a judaiz- 
ing practice ; but it deserves consideration whether 
a tendency to derogate from the honour due to 
Christ, was not created by an observance of the 
Jewish rites, and much more, by that carnal self- 
indulgent religion, which seems at that time to 
have prevailed among the rejected nation. When 
the spirit and morals of a people are materially 
debased, varieties of doctrinal error spring up, as 
if self-sown, and are rapidly propagated. While 
Judaism inculcated a superstitious, or even idola- 
trous dependence on the mere casualties of daily 
life, and gave licence to the grosser tastes of human 
nature, it necessarily indisposed the mind for the 
severe and unexciting mysteries, the large in- 
definite promises, and the remote sanctions, of the 
Catholic faith ; which fell as cold and offensive on 
the depraved imagination, as the doctrines of the 
Divine Unity and of implicit trust in the unseen 
God, on the minds of the early Israelites. Those 


' Theod. Hist. i. 10. 
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who were not constrained by the message of mercy, cuap. 1 
had time attentively to consider the intellectual seer» 


difficulties which were the medium of its com- 
munication, and heard but ‘‘a hard saying” in 
what was sent from heaven as ‘‘ tidings of great 
joy.” ‘*The mind,” says Hooker, ‘‘ feeling pre- 
sent joy, is always marvellously unwilling to admit 
any other cogitation, and in that case, casteth off 
those disputes whereunto the intellectual part at 
other times easily draweth. .... The people that 
are said in the sixth of John to have gone after our 
Lord to Capernaum .... leaving Him on the one 
side of the sea of Tiberias, and finding Him again 
as soon as they themselves by ship were arrived 
on the contrary side.... as they wondered, so 
they asked also, ‘ Rabbi, when camest Thou 
hither?” The disciples, when Christ appeared 
to them in a far more strange and miraculous 
manner, moved no question, but rejoiced greatly 
in what they saw. . .. The one, because they 
enjoyed not, disputed; the other disputed not, 
because they enjoyed'.” 

It is also a question, whether the mere perform- a 
ance of the rites of the Law, of which Christ came 
as antitype and repealer, has not a tendency to 
withdraw the mind from the contemplation of the 
more glorious and real images of the gospel; so 
that the Christians of Antioch would diminish their 
reverence towards the true Saviour of man, in pro- 


1 Eccles. Pol. v. 67. 
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cHaP. I. portion as they trusted to the media of worship, 
sect.1. provided for a time by the Mosaic ritual. It is 
~ this consideration which accounts for the energy 
with which the great Apostle combats the adoption 
of the Jewish ordinances by the Christians of Ga- 
latia, and which might seem excessive, till vindi- 
cated by events subsequent to his own day. Inthe 
Epistle addressed to them, ‘the Judaizers are de- 
scribed as men labouring under an irrational fasci- 
nation, fallen from grace, and self-excluded from 
the Christian privileges'; when in appearance 
they were but using, what on the one hand might 
be called mere external forms, and on the other, 
had actually been delivered to the Jews on Divine 
authority. Some light is thrown upon the subject 
by the Epistle to the Hebrews, in which it is im- 
plied throughout, that the Jewish rites, after their 
Antitype was come, did but conceal from the eye of 
faith His divinity, sovereignty, and all-sufficiency. 
If we turn to the history of the Church, we seem to 
see the evils in actual existence, which the Apostle 
anticipated in prophecy ; we see, i. e. that in the 
obsolete furniture of the Jewish ceremonial, there 
was in fact retained the pestilence of Jewish un- 
belief, tending (whether directly or not, at least 
eventually) to introduce fundamental error respect- 

ing the Person of Christ. 
The Cerin- Before the end of the first century, this result is 


thians and 


c / Ebionites. Gisclosed in the system of the Cérinthians and the 


1 Socrat. Hist. v. 22. 
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Ebionites. These sects, though more or less in- cHaP. 1. 
fected with Gnosticism, were of Jewish origin, and s£eT- 1. 
observed the Mosaic Law; and, whatever might be ae 
the minute peculiarities of their doctrinal views, 

they also agreed in entertaining Jewish rather than 
Gnostic conceptions of the Person of Christ !.— 
Ebion, especially, is characterized by his Humani- 

tarian creed; while, on the other hand, his Ju- 

daism was so notorious, that Tertullian does not 
scruple to describe him as virtually the object of 

the Apostle’s censure in his Epistle to the Gala- 

tians’, 

The Nazarenes are next to be noticed ;—not for The Naza- 
the influence they exercised on the creed of the 
Church, but as evidencing, with the sects just 
mentioned, the latent connexion between a judaiz- 
ing discipline and heresy in doctrine. Who they 
were, and what their tenets, has been a subject of 
much controversy. It is sufficient for our purpose 
—and so far is undoubted—that they were at the 
same time ‘‘ zealous of the Law” and unsound in 
their theological system*; and this, without being 
related to the Gnostic families: a circumstance 
which establishes them as a more cogent evidence 
of the real connexion of ritual with doctrinal Ju- 
daism than is furnished by the mixed theologies of 


1 Burton, Bamp. Lect, Notes 74. 82. 

2 Tertull. de Preescript. Heret. c. 33, p. 243. Why should we 
doubt that Ebion really existed ? 

° Burton, Bamp. Lect. Note 84. 
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Ebion and Cerinthus'. It is worth observing, that 
their declension from orthodoxy appears to have 
been gradual; Epiphanius is the first writer who 
includes them by name in the number of heretical 
sects”. 


' For the curious in ecclesiastical antiquity, Mosheim has eli- 
cited the following account of their name and sect, (Mosheim, de 
Reb. Christ. ante Constant. Seecul. ii. §. 38, 39.) The title of 
Nazarene he considers to have originally belonged to the body of 
Jewish converts, taken by them with a reference to Matt. ii. 23, 
while the Gentiles at Antioch assumed the Greek appellation of 
Christians. As the Mosaic ordinances gradually fell into disuse 
among the former, in process of time it became the peculiar de- 
signation of the Church of Jerusalem ; and that Church, in turn, 
throwing off its Jewish exterior in the reign of Hadrian, on being 
unfairly subjected to the disabilities then laid upon the rebel nation, 
it finally settled upon the scanty remnant, who considered their 
ancient ceremonial to be an essential part of their present pro- 
fession. These judaizers, from an over-attachment to the forms, 
proceeded, in course of time, to imbibe the spirit of the degenerate 
system; and ended in doctrinal views not far short of modern 
Socinianism. 

* Burton, Bamp. Lect. note 84. Considering the Judaism of 
the Quarto-decimans after Victor’s age, is it impossible that he 
may have suspected that the old leaven was infecting the churches 
of Asia? This will explain and partly excuse his earnestness in 
the controversy with them. It must be recollected that he wit- 
nessed, in his own branch of the Church, the rise of the first 
simply Humanitarian school which the world had seen, that of 
Theodotus, Artemas, &c. (Euseb. Hist. v. 28.) the latter of whom 
is charged by Alexander with reviving the heresy of the judaizing 
Ebion. (Theod. Hist. i.4.) Again: Theodotus, Montanus, and 
Praxeas, whose respective heresies he was engaged in combating, 
all belonged to the neighbourhood of the proconsulate, where 


there seems to have been a school, from which Praxeas derived his 
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Judaism and unsoundness in creed, previously to s#¢t-' 


the age of Paulus, who still more strikingly ex- 
emplifies it. First, we are in possession of his 
doctrinal views, which are grossly Humanitarian ; 
next we find that, in early times, they were ac- 
knowledged to be of Jewish origin; further, that 
his ritual Judaism also was so notorious, that one 
author even afirms that he observed the rite of 
circumcision’; and lastly, just after his day we 
discover the rise of a Jewish usage, the Quarto- 
deciman, in the provinces of Christendom, imme- 
diately exposed to his influence. 

It may be added, that this view of the bearing 
of Judaism upon the sceptical school afterwards 
called Arian, is countenanced by frequent passages 
in the writings of the contemporary Fathers, on 
which no stress, perhaps, could fairly be laid, were 
not their meaning interpreted by the above his- 
torical facts’. Moreover, in the popular risings 
which took place in Antioch and Alexandria in 


heresy ; (Theod. Her. iii. 3.) while Montanism, as its after his- 
tory shows, contained in it the seeds, both of the Quarto-deciman 
and Sabellian errors. (Tillemont. Mem. vol. ii. p. 199. 205. 
Athan. in Arian, ii. 43.) It may be added, that the younger 
Theodotus is suspected of Montanism. (Tillemont. Mem. vol. iii. 
p- 277.) 

* Philastr. Heer. § 64. 

* Athan. de Decret. 2. 27. de sentent ; Dionys. 3, 4. ad Episc. 
Ag. 13 de fug. 2. in Arian iii. 27. Chrysost. Hom. in Anomceos 
and in Judzos. Theod. Hist. i. 4. Epiphan. Heer, lxix. 79. 
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cuap.1. favour of Arianism, the Jews sided with the he- 
secr.1. retical party'; evincing thereby, not indeed any 


definite interest in the subject of dispute, but a 
sort of spontaneous feeling, that the side of heresy 
was their natural position; and further, that its 
spirit, and the character which it created; were 
congenial to their own. Or, again, if we consider 
the subject from a different point of view, and, 
omitting dates and schools, take a general survey 
of Christendom during the first centuries, we shall 
find it divided into the same two parties, both on 
the Arian and the Quarto-deciman questions ; Rome 
and Alexandria with their dependencies being the 
champions of the Catholic tradition in either con- 
troversy, and Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor, 
being the strong-holds of the opposition. And 
these are the two questions which occasioned the 
deliberations of the Nicene Fathers. 

However, it is of far less consequence, as it is 
less certain, whether Arianism be of Jewish origin, 
than whether it arose at Antioch; which is the 
point principally insisted on in the foregoing pages. 
For in proportion as it is traced to Antioch, so is 
the charge of originating it, removed from the 
great Alexandrian school, upon which various 
enemies of our Apostolical Church have been 
eager to fasten it. In corroboration of what has 
been said above on this subject, I here add the 
words of Alexander, in his letter to the Church of 


* Basnage, Hist. des Juifs. vi. 41. 
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Constantinople, at the beginning of the contro- cuap.1 


versy ; which are of themselves decisive in evi- 
dence of the part which Antioch had in giving rise 
to the detestable blasphemy which he was com- 
bating. 

‘* Ye are not ignorant,” he writes to the Con- 
stantinopolitan Church, ‘‘ concerning Arianism, 
that this rebellious doctrine belongs to Ebion and 
Artemas, and is in imitation of Paulus of Samosata, 
Bishop of Antioch, who was deprived by the sen- 
tence of the bishops assembled in Council from all 
quarters. Paul was succeeded by Lucian, who re- 
mained in excommunication for many years during 
the time of three Bishops. .. Our present heretics 
have drunk up the dregs of their impiety, and are 
their secret offspring; Arius and Achillas, and 
their disorderly party, incited, as they are, to 
greater excesses by three Syrian prelates, who 
happen to agree with them....... Accordingly, 
they have been expelled from the Church, as 
enemies of the pious Catholic doctrine ; according 
to St. Paul’s sentence, ‘If any man preach any 
other Gospel unto you than ye have received, let 


7 2099 


him be anathema’. 


1 Theod. Hist. i. 4. 
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SECTION II. 
THE SCHOOLS OF THE SOPHISTS. 


cHap.t. As Antioch was the birth-place, so were the 
sect. Schools of the Sophists the place of education of 
the heretical spirit which we are considering. In 
this section, I propose to show its disputatious cha- 
racter, and to refer it to these schools as the source 
of it. 
Rapid ex- The vigour of the first movement of the heresy, 
Eee oeandethe rapid extension of the controversy which 
controversy i¢ introduced, are some of the more remarkable 
circumstances connected with its history. In the 
course of six years, it called for the interposition of 
a General Council; though, of 318 bishops there 
assembled, only 22, on the largest calculation, 
and, as it really appears, only 13, were after all 
found to be its supporters. Though thus condemned 
by the whole Christian world, in a few years it 
broke out again; secured the patronage of the im- 
perial court, which had recently been proselyted 
to the Christian faith; made its way into the high- 
est dignities of the Church ; presided at her Coun- 
cils, and tyrannized over the majority of her mem-. 
bers who were orthodox believers. 
wide in. | Now, doubtless, one chief cause of these suc- 
Luca’s. cesses is found in the circumstance, that Lucian’s 
a pupils were brought together from so many diffe- 
rent places, and were promoted to posts of influence 
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in so many parts of the Church. Thus Eusebius, 
Maris, and Theognis, were bishops of the principal 
sees of Bithynia; Menophantes was exarch of 
Ephesus ; and Eudoxius was one of the bishops of 
Comagene. Other causes will hereafter appear in 
the secular history of the day; but here I am to 
speak of their talent for disputation, to which after 
all they were principally indebted for their success. 

It is obvious, that in every contest, the assailant, 
as such, has the advantage of the party assailed ; 
and that, not merely from the recommendation 
which novelty gives to his cause in the eyes of by- 
standers, but also from the greater facility, in the 
nature of things, of finding, than of solving objec- 
tions, whatever be the question in dispute. Ac- 
cordingly, the skill of a disputant mainly consists 
in securing an offensive position, fastening on the 
weaker points of his adversary’s system, and not 
relaxing his hold till the latter sinks under his 
impetuosity, without having the opportunity to 
display the strength of his own cause, and to bring 
it to bear upon his opponent ; or, to make use of a 
familiar illustration, in causing a sudden run upon 
his resources, which the circumstances of time and 
place do not allow him to meet. This was the 
artifice to which Arianism owed its first successes '. 
It owed them to the circumstance of its bemg (Gn 
its original form) a sceptical rather than a dogmatic 
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CHAP. I. system ; to its proposing to inquire into and reform 
sect.u. the received creed, rather than to hazard one of 


its own. The heresies which preceded it, originat- 
ing in less subtle and dexterous talent, took up a 
false position, professed a theory, and sunk under 
the obligations which it involved. The monstrous 
dogmas of the various Gnostic sects pass away 
from the scene of history as fast as they enter 
it. Sabellianism, which succeeded, also ventured 
on a creed ; and vacillating between a similar wild- 
ness of doctrine, and a less imposing ambiguity, 
soon vanished in its turn’. But the Antiochene 
school, as represented by Paulus of Samosata and 
Arius, took the ground of an assailant, attacked the 
Catholic doctrine, and drew the attention of men 
to its difficulties, without attempting to furnish a 
theory of less perplexity or clearer evidence. 

The arguments of Paulus, (which it is not to our 
purpose here to detail,) seem fairly to have over- 
powered the first of the Councils summoned against 
him, (a. p. 264) which dissolved without coming 
toa decision’. A second, and (according to some 
writers) a third, were successively convoked, 
when at length his subtleties were exposed and 
condemned ; not, however, by the reasonings of 
the Fathers of the Council themselves, but by the 
instrumentality of one Malchion, a presbyter of 
Antioch, who, having been by profession a Sophist, 
encountered his adversary with his own arms. 

? Vide § 5, infra. 

* Euseb. Hist. vii. 28. Cave Hist. Literar. vol. i. p. 158. 
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Even in yielding, the arts of the latter secured cHapr. 1. 


from his judges an ill-advised concession, the ‘*°™'" 


abandonment of the celebrated word opootstov, 
afterwards adopted as the test at Niceea; which the 
orthodox had employed in the controversy, and to 
which Paulus objected as open to a misinterpreta- 
tion’. Arius followed in the track thus marked 
out by his predecessor. Turbulent by character, 
he is known in history as an offender against eccle- 
siastical order, before his agitation assumed the 
shape which has made his name familiar to poste- 
rity*. When he betook himself to the doctrinal 
controversy, he chose for the first open avowal of 
his heterodoxy the opportunity of an attack upon 
his diocesan, who was discoursing on the mystery 
of the Trinity to the clergy of Alexandria. So- 
crates, who is far from being a partisan of the 
Catholics, informs us, that Arius being well skilled 
in dialectics, sharply replied to the bishop, accused 
him of Sabellianism, and went on to argue, that 
‘‘if the Father begat the Son, certain conclusions 
would follow,” and so proceeded. The heresy, thus 
founded in a syllogism, spread itself by instru- 
ments of a kindred character. First, we read of 
the excitement which his reasonings produced in 
Egypt and Libya; then of his letters addressed to 
Eusebius and to Alexander, which display a like 
pugnacious, and almost satirical spirit ; and then 


’ Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. ii. i. §. 9—14. 
* Epiph. Heer. Ixix. 2. 
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of his verses composed for the use of the populace 
in ridicule of the orthodox doctrine’. But after- 
wards, when the heresy was arraigned before the 
Nicene Council, and placed on the defensive, and 
later still, when its successes reduced it to the ne- 
cessity of occupying the chairs of theology, it suf- 
fered the fate of the other dogmatic heresies before 
it; split, in spite of court favour, into at least four 
different creeds, in less than twenty years* ; and at 
length gave way to the despised but indestructible 
truth which it had for a time obscured. 

Arianism had in fact a close connexion with the 
existing Aristotelic school. This might have been 
conjectured, even had there been no proof of the 
fact ; adapted as that philosopher’s logical system 
confessedly is to baffle an adversary, or at most to 
detect error, rather than to establish truth*. But 
we have actually reason in the circumstances of its 
history, for considering it as the offshoot of those 
schools of composition and debate, which acknow- 
ledged Aristotle as their principal authority, and 
were conducted by teachers who went by the name 
of Sophists. Jt was in these schools that the 


* Socr. i. 5, 6. Theod. Hist. i. 5. Epiphan. Heer. Ixix. 
7,8. Philostorg. ii. 2. Athan. de Decret. 16. 

? Petav. Dogm. Theol. vol. ii. i. 9. 

* “Omnem vim venenorum suorum in dialecticé disputatione 
constituunt, que philosophorum sententia definitur non adstru- 
endi vim habere, sed studium destruendi. Sed non in dialectic 
complacuit Deo salyum facere populum suum.’ Ambros. de 
fide, i. 3. 
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leaders of the heretical body were educated for the cuap. 1. 
part assigned them in the troubles of the Church. s2¢t- ™- 


The oratory of Paulus of Samosata is characterised 
by the distinguishing traits of the scholastic elo- 
quence in the descriptive letter of the Council 
which condemned him ; in which, moreover, he is 
stigmatised by the most disgraceful title to which 
a Sophist was exposed by the degraded exercise of 
his profession’. The skill of Arius in the art of 
disputation is well known. Asterius was a Sophist 
by profession. Aetius came from the school of an 
Aristotelian of Alexandria. Eunomius, his pupil, 
who re-constructed the Arian system on its primi- 
tive basis, at the end of the reign of Constantius, 
is represented by Ruffinus as ‘“ pre-eminent in dia- 
lectic power’.”” At a later period still, the like dis- 
putatious spirit and spurious originality are indi- 
rectly ascribed to the heterodox school, in the well 
known advice of Sisinnius to Nectarius of Constan- 
tinople, when the Emperor Theodosius required 
the latter to renew the controversy with a view to 
its final settlement’. Well versed in theological 
learning, and aware that cleverness in debate was 
the very life and weapon of heresy, Sisinnius pro- 
posed to the Patriarch, to drop the use of dialec- 


 gogioric Kai yorjc,—a mountebank. Vid. Cressol. Theatr. 
Rhetor. i. 13. iii. 17. 

* Petav. Theol. dogm. prolegom. iii. 3. Baltus Defense des 
Peres, ii. 19. Brucker, vol. iii. p. 288. Cave Hist. Literar, 
vol. i. 
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cap. I. tics, and merely challenge his opponents to utter a 

srct.1. general anathema against all such Ante-Nicene Fa- 

thers as had taught what they themselves now de- 

nounced as false doctrine. On the experiment 

being tried, the heretics would neither consent to 

be tried by the opinions of the ancients, nor yet 

dared condemn those whom “all the people 

counted as prophets.” ‘‘ Upon this,” say the his- 

torians who record the story, ‘‘ the Emperor per- 

ceived that they rested their cause on their dia- 

lectic skill, and not on the testimony of the early 
Church '.” 

Abundant evidence, were more required, could 
be added to the above, in proof of the connexion of 
the Arians with the schools of heathen disputation. 
The two Gregories, Basil, Ambrose, and Cyril, 
protest with one voice against the dialectics of their 
opponents ; and the sum of their declarations is 
briefly expressed by a writer of the 4th century, 
who calls Aristotle the Bishop of the Arians ?. 

Dispute And while the science of argumentation provided 
Church. the means, their practice of disputing for the sake 
of exercise or amusement, supplied the temptation 
of assailing received opinions. This practice 
(goer), Which had long prevailed in the schools, 
was early introduced into the Eastern Church’. 


1 Socr. Hist. v.10. Soz. Hist. vii. 12. 

* Petav. Dogm. Theol. supra. Brucker, vol. iii. pp. 324. 352. 
353. Epiph. Heer. lxix. 68. 19. 

§ Vid. Cressol. Theatr. Rhet. ii. 3, &c. 
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It was there employed as a means of preparing the cnap. r. 
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~ 


oO 


Christian teacher for the controversy with unbe- s®¢t- 1 


lievers. The discussion (yupvacia) sometimes pro- — 


ceeded in the form of a lecture delivered by the 
master of the school to his pupils ; sometimes in that 
of an inquiry, to be submitted to the criticism of 
the hearers; sometimes by way of dialogue, in 
which opposite sides were taken for argument sake. 
In some cases, it was taken down in notes by the 
by-standers, at the time ; in others, committed to 
writing by the parties engaged in it’. Necessary 
as these exercises would be for the purpose de- 
signed, yet they were obviously open to abuse, 
though moderated by ever so orthodox and strictly 
scriptural a rule, in an age when no sufhcient 
ecclesiastical symbol existed, as a guide to the 
memory and judgment of the eager disputant. It 
is evident, too, how difficult it would be to secure 
views or arguments from publicity, which were 
but hazarded in the confidence of Christian friend- 
ship, and which, when viewed apart from the cir- 
cumstances of the case, lent aseemingly deliberate 
sanction to heterodox novelties. Athanasius im- 
plies?, that in the theological works of Origen 
and Theognostus, while the orthodox faith was ex- 
piicitly maintained, nevertheless heretical tenets 
were discussed, and in their place more or less 
defended, by way of exercise in argument. The 


1 Dodw. diss. in Iren. v. 14. Socr. Hist. i. 5. 
2 Athan. de decret. 25. and 27. 
Do 
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countenance thus accidentally given to the cause of 
error is evidenced in his eagerness to give the ex- 
planation. But far greater was the evil, when men 
destitute of religious seriousness and earnestness 
engaged in the like theological discussions, not with 
any definite ecclesiastical object, but as a mere 
trial of skill, or as a literary recreation; regardless 
of the mischief thus done.to the simplicity of 
Christian morals, and the evil encouragement given 
to fallacious reasonings and sceptical views. The 
error of the ancient Sophists had consisted in their 
indulging withont restraint or discrimination in 
the discussion of practical topics, whether religious 
or political, instead of selecting such as might ex- 
ercise, without demoralising, their minds. The 
rhetoricians of Christian times introduced the same 
error into their treatment of the highest and most 
sacred subjects of theology. We are told, that 
Julian commenced his opposition to the true faith 
by defending the heathen side of the question, in 
disputing with his brother Gallus’; and probably 
he would not have been able himself to assign the 
point of time, at which he ceased merely to take a 
part, and became earnest in his unbelief. But itis 
unnecessary to have recourse to particular instances, 
in order to prove the consequences of a practice so 
evidently destructive of a reverential and sober spirit. 

Moreover, in these theological discussions, the 
disputants were in danger of being misled by 


" Greg. Nazianz. Orat. iii. 27. 31. 
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the unsoundness of the positions which they as- cnap. 1. 
sumed, as elementary truths or axioms in the sect 1. 


argument. As logic and rhetoric made them 
expert in proof and refutation, so there was much, 
both in these and the other sciences, which formed 
a liberal education, geometry and arithmetic, to fix 
the mind on the contemplation of material objects, 
as if these could supply suitable tests and standards 
for examining those ofa moral and spiritual nature. 
This is the risk which will ever accompany the 
cultivation of the intellectual powers, when the stu- 
dent is not at the same time alive to the fact, that 
there are truths foreign to the province of the most 
exercised talent; some of them the peculiar disco- 
veries of the improved moral sense (or what Scrip- 
ture terms the spirit), and others still less level with 
our reason, and received on the sole authority of 
revelation. Then, however, as now, the minds of 
speculative men were impatient of ignorance, and 
loth to confess that the laws of truth and falsehood, 
which their experience of this world furnished, 
could not at once be applied to measure and deter- 
mine the facts of another. Accordingly, nothing 
was left for those, who would not believe the incom- 
prehensibility of the Divine Essence, but to conceive 
of it by the analogy of sense; and, using the figura- 
tive terms of theology, in their literal meaning, as if 
landmarks in their inquiries, to suppose, that then, 
and then only, they steered in a safe course, when 
they avoided every contradiction of a mathematical 
and material nature. Hence, canons, grounded on 
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cHAP. I. physics, were made the basis of discussions upon 


SECT. II. 


School of 
Artemas, 


possibilities and impossibilities in a spiritual sub- 
stance, as confidently and as fallaciously, as those 
which in modern times have been derived from the 
same false analogies against the existence of moral 
self-action or free-will. Thus the argument by 
which Paulus of Samosata baflled the Antiochene 
Council was drawn from a sophistical use of the 
very word substance, which the orthodox had em- 
ployed in expressing the scriptural notion of the 
union subsisting between the Father and the Son’. 
Of the Arian reasonings, more will be said in the 
next chapter; for the present I will but extract 
Epiphanius’s description of the Anomeans, the 
genuine offspring of the original stock. “Aiming,” 
he says, ‘* to exhibit the Divine Nature by means 
of Aristotelic syllogisms and geometrical data, they 
are naturally led on to declare that Christ is not 
the very Son of God ?.” 

There was another Humanitarian school in the 
Ante-Nicene period, which has not yet been men- 
tioned, and which will furnish additional illustra- 
tion of the point before us. About the end of the 
second century, Theodotus, and after him Artemas 
and others, taught at Rome what a contemporary 
calls a ‘‘ God-denying doctrine.” It matters not 
what was their exact creed concerning the Person 
of Christ ; itis enough that they considered Him to 
be a creature of God, and that they were led to do 


* Bull Defens. F, N. ii. 1. §. 10. * Epiph. Heer, p. 809. 
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so on the ground of the physical difficulties which cnap. 1. 
the Christian creed involves. The following is a sec. ™. 
passage from the ancient author referred to, which 

is preserved by Eusebius. After noticing their 

bold alterations of Scripture, and (what might have 

been cited above) their attachment to syllogistic 

forms of argument (i. e. to abstract reasonings in 
preference to the Scripture declarations), he pro- 
ceeds, ‘‘ abandoning the inspired writings, they 
devote themselves to geometry, as becomes those 

who are of the earth, and speak of the earth, and 

are ignorant of Him who is from above. Euclid’s 
treatises, for instance, are zealously studied by some 

of them; Aristotle and Theophrastus are objects of 

their admiration ; while Galen may be said even 

to be adored by others. It is needless to declare, 

that such perverters of the sciences of unbelievers to 

the purposes of their own heresy, such diluters of the 
simple Scripture faith with heathen subtilties, have 

no claim whatever to be called believers '.” 

Lastly, the absence of an adequate symbol of poe 
doctrine increased the evils thus existing, by afford- calsymbols. 
ing an excuse, and sometimes a reason for investi- 
gations, the necessity of which had not yet been 
superseded by the authority of an ecclesiastical 
decision. The traditionary system, received from 
the first age of the Church, had been as yet but 
partially set forth in authoritative forms; and by 
the time of the Nicene Council, the voices of the 


1 Euseb. Hist. v. 28. 
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Apostles were but faintly heard throughout Chris- 
tendom, and might be plausibly disregarded by 
those who were unwilling to hear. Even before 
the middle of the 3d century, the disciples of Ar- 
temas boldly pronounced their heresy to be aposto- 
lical, and maintained that all the bishops of Rome 
had held it till Victor inclusive ',; whose episcopate 
was but a few years before their own time. The 
progress of unbelief naturally led them on to dis- 
parage, rather than to appeal to their predecessors ; 
and to trust their cause to their own ingenuity, 
instead of defending an inconvenient fiction con- 
cerning the opinions of a former age. It ended in 
teaching them to regard the ecclesiastical authori- 
ties of former times as on a level with the unedu- 
cated and unenlightened of their own days. Paulus 
did not scruple to express contempt for the received 
expositors of Scripture at Antioch ; and it is one 
of the first accusations brought by Alexander 
against Arius and his party, that ‘‘ they put them- 
selves above the ancients, their own teachers, and 
the prelates of the day ; considering themselves 
alone to be wise, and to have discovered truths, which 
had never been revealed to man before them *.” 
On the other hand, while the line of tradition, 
drawn out as it was, to the distance of two centu- 
ries from the Apostles, had at length become of 
too frail a texture, to resist the touch of subtle and 
ill-directed reason, the Church was naturally un- 
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willing to have recourse to the novel, though ne- cnap. 1. 
cessary measure, of imposing an authoritative sect. u. 


creed upon those whom it invested with the office 
of teaching. If I avow my belief, that freedom 
from symbols and articles, is abstractedly the 
highest state of Christian communion, and the 
peculiar privilege of the primitive Church, it is 
not from any tenderness towards that proud impa- 
tience of control in which many exult, as in a 
virtue : but first, because technicality and formal- 
ism are, in their degree, inevitable results of public 
confessions of faith; and next, because when con- 
fessions do not exist, the mysteries of divine truth, 
instead of being exposed to the gaze of the profane 
and uninstructed, are kept hidden in the bosom of 
the Church, far more faithfully than is otherwise 
possible ; and reserved by a private teaching, 
through the channel of her ministers, as rewards 
in due measure and season, for those who are pre- 
pared to profit by them ; those, 1. e. who are dili- 
gently passing through the successive stages of 
faith and obedience. And thus, while the Church 
is not committed to declarations, which, most true 
as they are, still are daily wrested by infidels to 
their ruin ; on the other hand, much of that mis- 
chievous fanaticism is avoided, which at present 
abounds from the vanity of men, who think that 
they can explain the sublime doctrines and exube- 
rant promises of the Gospel, before they have yet 
learned to know themselves, and to discern the 
holiness of God, under the preparatory discipline 
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cnap.1. of the Law and of Natural Religion. Influenced, 
sECT. 1. ag we may suppose, by these various considera- 


tions, from reverence for the free spirit of Christ- 
ian faith, and still more for the sacred truths 
which are the objects of it, and again from tender- 
ness both for the Heathen and the Neophyte, who 
were unequal to the reception of the strong meat of 
the full Gospel; the rulers of the Church were 
dilatory in applying a remedy, which nevertheless 
the circumstances of the times imperatively re- 
quired. They were loth to confess, that the 
Church had grown too old to enjoy the free unsus- 
picious teaching with which her childhood was 
blest ; and that her disciples must, for the future, 
calculate and reason before they spoke and acted. 
So much was this the case, that, in the Council 
of Antioch, (as has been said) they actually with- 
drew a test on the objection of Paulus, which was 
eventually adopted by the more experienced Fa- 
thers at Nica; and which, if then sanctioned, 
might, as far as the Church was concerned, have 
extinguished the heretical spirit in the very place 
of its birth.— Meanwhile, the adoption of Christ- 
ianity, as the religion of the empire, augmented the 
evil consequences of this omission, excommunica- 
tion becoming more difficult, while entrance into 
the Church was not less restricted than before. 
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As the Church of Antioch was exposed to the cuap.1. 
influence of Judaism; so was the Alexandrian sec? 1 


Church characterized in primitive times by its 
attachment to that comprehensive philosophy, 
which was reduced to system about the beginning 
of the third century, and then went by the name 
of the New Platonic, or Eclectic. A supposed 
resemblance between the Arian and the Eclectic 
doctrine concerning the Holy Trinity, has led to 
a common notion that, the Alexandrian Fathers 
were the medium by which a philosophical error 
was introduced into the Church; and this hypo- 
thetical cause of a disputable resemblance has 
been apparently evidenced by the solitary fact, 
which cannot be denied, that Arius himself was a 
presbyter of Alexandria. We have already seen, 
however, that Arius was educated at Antioch ; and 
we shall see hereafter that, so far from being 
favourably heard at Alexandria, he was, on the 
first promulgation of his heresy, expelled the 
Church in that city, and obliged to seek refuge 
among the Collucianists of Syria. And it is mani- 
festly the opinion of Athanasius, that he was but 
the pupil or the tool of deeper men," probably of 
Eusebius of Nicomedia, who in no sense belongs 


' Athan. de decr. Nic. 8. 20 ad Monach. 66. de Synod. 22. 
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cHap.t. to Alexandria. But various motives have led 


seer. 1. theological writers to implicate this celebrated 


- Church in the charge of heresy. Infidels have 


felt a satisfaction, and heretics have had an interest, 
in representing that the most learned Christian 
community did not submit implicitly to the theo- 
logy taught in Scripture and by the Church; a 
conclusion, which, even if substantiated, would 
little disturb the enlightened defender of Christ- 
ianity, who may safely admit that learning, ° 
though a powerful instrument of the truth in right 
hands, is no unerring guide to it. The Roman- 
ists, on the other hand, have thought by the same 
line of policy, to exalt the Apostolical purity of 
their own Church, by the contrast of unfaithful- 
ness in its early rival; and (what is of greater 
importance) to insinuate the necessity of an infalli- 
ble authority, by exaggerating the errors and con- 
trarieties of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, and the fact 
of its existence, by throwing us upon the decisions 
of the subsequent Councils for the unequivocal 
statement of orthodox doctrine. In the following 
pages, I hope to clear the illustrious Church in 
question, of the grave imputation thus directed 
against her from opposite quarters; the imputa- 
tion of considering the Son of God by nature infe- 
rior to the Father, i. e. of platonizing or arianizing. 
But I have no need to profess myself her disciple, 
though, as regards the doctrine in debate, I might 
well do so; and, instead of setting about any 
formal defence, I will merely place before the reader 
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the general principles of her teaching, and leave it cuap. 1. 
to him to apply them, as far as he judges they will seer. 
go, in explanation of the language, which has been ' 
the ground of the suspicions against her. 


St. Mark, the founder of the Alexandrian characterof 
Church, may be numbered among the personal eae 
friends and associates of that Apostle, who held it “"""™ 
to be his especial office to proselyte the heathen ; 
an office, which was impressed upon the commu- 
nity formed by the Evangelist, with a strength 
and permanence unknown in the other primitive 
Churches. The Alexandrian may peculiarly be 
called, the Missionary and Polemical Church of 
antiquity. Situated in the centre of the accessible 
world, and on the extremity of Christendom, in 
a city which was at once the chief mart of com- 
merce, and a celebrated seat of both Jewish and 
Greek philosophy, it was supplied in especial 
abundance, both with materials and instruments 
prompting to the exercise of Christian zeal. Its 
catechetical school, founded, (it is said) by the 
Evangelist himself, was a pattern to other 
Churches, in its diligent and systematic prepara- 
tion of candidates for baptism ; while other insti- 
tutions were added of a controversial character, 
for the purpose of carefully examining into the 
doctrines revealed in Scripture, and of cultivating 
the habit of argument and disputation’. While 


‘ Cave. Hist. Literar. vol. i. p. 80. 
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the internal affairs of the community were admi- 
nistered by the bishops, on these academical 
bodies, as subsidiary to the divinely-sanctioned 
system, devolved the defence and propagation of 
the faith, under the presidency of laymen or infe- 
rior ecclesiastics. Athenagoras, the first recorded 
master of the catechetical school, is known by 
his defence of the Christians, still extant, addressed 
to the Emperor Marcus. Pantenus, who suc- 
ceeded him, was sent by Demetrius, at that time 
bishop, as missionary to the Indians or Arabians. 
Origen, who was soon after appointed catechist at 
the early age of eighteen, had already given the 
earnest of his future celebrity, by his persuasive 
disputations with the unbelievers of Alexandria. 
Afterwards he appeared in the character of a 
Christian apologist before an Arabian prince, and 
Mammea, the mother of Alexander Severus, and 
addressed letters on the subject of religion to the 
Emperor Philip and his wife Severa; and he was 
known far and wide in his day, for his indefatigable 
zeal and ready services in the confutation of heretics, 
for his various controversial and critical writings, 
and for the number and dignity of his converts’. 

1. Proselytism, then, in all its branches, the apo- 
logetic, the polemical, and the didactic, being the 
peculiar function of the Alexandrian Church, it is 
manifest that the writings of its theologians would 
partake largely of an exoteric character. I mean, 


' Philipp. Sidet. fragm. apud Dodw. in Iren. Huet. Origen. 
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that they would be written, not with the openness cHap. 1. 
of Christian familiarity, but with that caution and seer. um. 


reserve with which we are accustomed to address 
those who do not sympathise with us, or whom we 
fear to mislead or to prejudice against the truth, 
by precipitate disclosures of it. The example of 
the inspired writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
was their authority for making a broad distinction 
between the doctrines suitable to the state of the 
weak and ignorant, and those which are the pecu- 
liar property of a baptized and regenerate Christian. 
The Apostle in that Epistle, when speaking of the 
most sacred Christian verities, as hidden under the 
allegories of the Old Testament, seems suddenly 
to check himself, from the apprehension that he 
was divulging mysteries beyond the understanding 
of his brethren ; who, instead of being masters in 
Scripture doctrine, were not yet versed even in its 
elements, needed the nourishment of children 
rather than of grown men ; nay, perchance, having 
quenched the illumination of baptism, had forfeited 
the capacity of comprehending even the first prin- 
ciples of the truth. In the same place (Heb. v. 
11. vi. 6.) he enumerates these elements, or found- 
ation of Christian teaching, (ra orovyea rng apyne 
TLOV Aoylwy rou cov, 0 THC apyne tov Xpisrov doyoe, ) 
in contrast with the esoteric doctrines which the 
‘‘Jong-exercised habit of moral discernment” can 
alone appropriate and enjoy, as follows :—repent- 
ance, faith in God, the doctrinal meaning of the 
rite of baptism, confirmation as the channel of 
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cHAp.I. miraculous gifts, the future resurrection, and the 

seor. ut. final separation of good and bad. His first Epistle 

~ to the Corinthians contains the same distinction 

between the carnal or imperfect and the established 

Christian, which is laid down in that addressed to 

the Hebrews. While he maintains that in Christi- 

anity is contained a largeness of wisdom, or (to 

speak human language) a profound philosophy, 

fulfilling those vague conceptions of greatness, 

which had led the aspiring intellect of the heathen 

sages to shadow forth their unreal systems, he at 

the same time insists upon the impossibility of 

man’s arriving at this hidden treasure all at once, 

and warns them, instead of attempting to cross by 

a short path from the false to the true knowledge, 

to humble themselves to the low and narrow portal 

of the heavenly temple, and to become fools, that 

they may at length be really wise. As before, he 

speaks of the difference of doctrine suited respec- 

tively to neophytes and confirmed Christians, 

under the analogy of the difference of food proper 

for the old and young; which arises, not from the 

arbitrary will of the Dispenser, but from the neces- 

sity of the case, the more sublime truths of reve- 

lation affording no nourishinent to the souls of the 
unbelieving or unstable. 

se Accordingly, in the system of the early cateche- 

Schools. tical schools, the réAeor, or men in Christ, were such 

as had deliberately taken upon them the profession 

of believers ; had made the vows, and received the 

grace of baptism ; and were admitted to all the pri- 
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vileges and the revelations of which the Church had cnavp. 1. 


been constituted the dispenser. But before reception seer. m1. 


into this full discipleship, a previous season of pre- 
paration, from two to three years, was enjoined, in 
order to try their obedience, and instruct them in 
the principles of revealed truth. During this intro- 
ductory discipline, they were called Catechumens, 
and the teaching itself Catechetical, from the careful 
and systematic examination by which their ground- 
ing in the faith was effected’. The matter of the 
instruction thus communicated to them, varied with 
the time of their discipleship, advancing from the 
most simple principles of natural religion to the 
peculiar doctrines of the Gospel, from moral 
truths to the Christian mysteries. On their first 
admission they were denominated axpodmevor, (au- 
dientes,) from the leave granted them to attend the 
reading of the Scriptures and sermons in the 
Church. Afterwards, being allowed to stay during 
the prayers, and receiving the imposition of hands 
_as the sign of their progress in spiritual knowledge, 
they were called yovukAtvorrec, or Evy OMEVOL. Lastly, 
some short time before their baptism, they were 
taught the Lord’s Prayer, (the peculiar privilege of 
the regenerate,) were entrusted with the knowledge 
of the Creed; and, as destined for incorporation 
into the body of believers, received the titles of 
Competentes, Electi, or gwriZouevor. Even to the 
last, they were granted nothing beyond a formal 


* Bingham, Antiq. book x. Suicer. Thes. in verb carnxéw. 
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and general account of the articles of the Christian 
faith ; the exact and fully developed doctrines of 
the Trinity and the Incarnation; and still more, 
the doctrine of the Atonement, as once made upon 
the cross, and commemorated and appropriated in 
the Eucharist, being the exclusive possession of the 
serious and practised Christian. On the other 
hand, the chief subjects of catechisings, as we learn 
from Cyril’, were the doctrines of repentance and 
pardon, of the necessity of good works, of the 
nature and use of baptism, and the immortality of 
the soul ;—as the Apostle had determined them. 
The exoteric teaching, thus observed in the 
Catechetical schools, was still more appropriate, 
when the Christian teacher addressed himself, not 
to the instruction of willing hearers, but to con- 
troversy or public preaching. There are very many 
sincere Christians of the present day, who consider 
that the evangelical doctrines are the appointed 
instruments of conversion, and, as such, exclusively 
attended with the Divine blessing. In proof of 
this position, with an inconsistency remarkable in 
those who profess a jealous adherence to the in- 
spired text, and are not slow to accuse others of 
ignorance of its contents, they appeal, not to Scrip- 
ture, but to the stirring effects of this (so-called) 
Gospel preaching, and the inefficiency, on the 
other hand, of mere exhortations respecting the 
benevolence and mercy of God, the necessity of 


’ Bingham, Antiq. book x. 
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repentance, the rights of conscience, and the obli- cnap. 1. 
gation of obedience. But it is scarcely the attri-  secr. m. 


bute of a generous faith, to be anxiously inquiring 
into the consequences of this or that system, with 
a view to decide its admissibility, instead of turn- 
ing at once to the revealed Word, and inquiring 
into the view there exhibited to us. God can 
defend and vindicate His own command, whatever 
it turn out to be; weak though it seem to our vain 
wisdom, and unworthy of the Giver; and that 
His course in this instance is really that which the 
hasty religionist condemns, as if the theory of un- 
enlightened formalists, is evident to careful stu- 
dents of Scripture, and is confirmed by the practice 
of the Primitive Church. MHere, I shall but ob- 
serve, in addition to the remarks already made on 
the passages in the Epistles to the Corinthians and 
Hebrews, that no one sanction can be adduced 
from Scripture, whether of precept or of example, 
in behalf of the practice of stimulating the affec- 
tions, (e. g. gratitude or remorse,) by means of the 
doctrine of the atonement, in order to the conver- 
sion of the hearers ;—that, on the contrary, it is its 
uniform method to connect the gospel with natural 
religion, and to mark out obedience to the moral 
law as the ordinary means of attaining to a Christ- 
ian faith, the higher truths, as well as the Eu- 
charist, which is the visible emblem of them, being 
reserved as the reward and confirmation of habitual 
piety ;—that, in the preaching of the Apostles and 
Evangelists in the Book of Acts, the sacred myste- 
E 2 
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ries are revealed to individuals in proportion to 
their actual religious proficiency; the first prin- 
ciples of righteousness, temperance, and judgment 
to come, are urged upon Felix ; while the elders of 
Ephesus are reminded of the divinity and vicarious 
sacrifice of Christ, and the presence and power of 
the Holy Spirit in the Church ;—lastly, that among 
those converts, who were made the chief instru- 
ments of the first propagation of the gospel, or who 
are honoured with especial favour in Scripture, 
none are found who had not been faithful to the 
light already given them, and distinguished, pre- 
vious to their conversion, by a strictly conscientious 
deportment.—Such are the divine notices given to 
those who desire an apostolical rule for dispensing 
the word of life; and as such, the ancient Fathers 
received them. They received them as the fulfil- 
ment of our Lord’s command, not to give that 
which is holy to dogs, nor to cast pearls before 
swine ; a text cited (e. g.) by Clement and Ter- 
tullian', among others, in justification of their 
cautious distribution of sacred truth. They con- 
sidered them also as the result of the most truly 
charitable consideration for those whom they ad- 
dressed, who were likely to be perplexed, not con- 
verted, by the sudden exhibition of the whole evan- 
gelical scheme. This is the doctrine of Theodoret, 
Chrysostom, and others, in their comments upon 
Heb. v. 12%. ‘* Should a catechumen ask thee 


* Ceillier, Apol. des Peres. ch. ii. Bingham. Antiq. x, 5. 
* Suicer, Thes. in verb orécxeiov. 
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what the teachers have determined, (says Cyril cnap.. 
of Jerusalem,) tell nothing to one who is without. secr. m. 
For we impart to thee a secret, and a promise of 
the world to come. Keep safe the secret for Him 
who gives the reward. Listen not to one who asks, 
‘What harm is there in my knowing also?’ Even 
the sick ask for wine, which, unseasonably given, 
brings on delirium ; and so there come two ills, the 
death of the patient and the disrepute of the phy- 
sician.” In another place he says, ‘‘ All may hear 
the gospel, but the glory of the gospel is set apart 
for the true disciples of Christ. To all who could 
hear, the Lord spake, but in parables; to His dis- 
ciples He privately explained them. What is the 
blaze of Divine glory to the enlightened, is the 
blinding of unbelievers. These are the secrets 
which the Church unfolds to him who passes on 
from the catechumens, and not to the heathen. 
For we do not unfold to a heathen the truths con- 
cerning Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; nay, not 
even in the case of catechumens do we clearly 
explain the mysteries, but we frequently say many 
things indirectly, so that believers who have been 
taught may understand, and the others may not be 
injured’.” 

The work of St. Clement of Alexandria, called cepa 
Stromata, or Tapestry-work, from the variety of 
its contents, well illustrates the primitive Church’s 
method of instruction, as far as regards the edu- 


* Cyril, Hieros. preef. § 7, catech. vi. 16. 
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cnap.1. cated portion of the community. It had the dis- 
sret. 1. tinct object of interesting and conciliating the 


learned heathen who perused it; but it also ex- 
emplifies the peculiar caution then adopted by 
Christians in teaching the truth; their desire to 
rouse the moral powers to internal voluntary 
action, and their dread of loading or formalizing 
the mind. In the opening of his work, Clement 
speaks of his miscellaneous discussions as mingling 
truth with philosophy ; ‘‘ or rather,” he continues, 
‘‘ involving and concealing it, as the shell hides 
the real fruit of the nut.” In another place he 
compares them, not to a fancy-garden, but to some 
thickly-wooded mountain, where trees of every sort, 
growing promiscuously, conceal, by their very 
number, those that are fruitful from the plunderer, 
while the experienced labourer may select and 
make use of the latter. ‘‘Do not therefore ex- 
pect,” he warns his reader, ‘‘ method or precision 
in this work. My design being to hide my sub- 
ject, none but the intelligent, and the sharp- 
sighted, and the sincere inquirer, will be able to 
enter into it. By this artifice also I shall baffle 
the perverse, who think to overbear the truth by 
the very stoutness of their unbelief; answering 
fools according to their folly. And on the other 
hand, I shall stimulate the well-instructed mind to 
search it out in that narrow way of care and pain, 
by which alone we are carried on to Christian 
1» 


knowledge and blessedness'.” The Fathers con- 
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sidered that they had the pattern as well as the cnap.1. 
recommendation of this procedure, in Scripture *®°? ™- 


itself’. 


This self-restraint and abstinence, practised, at pisciplina 


least partially, by the Primitive Church in the 
publication of the most sacred doctrines of our 
religion, are termed, in theological language, the 
disciplina arcani ; concerning which, a few remarks 
may here be added, not so much in recommenda- 
tion of it, (which is beside my purpose,) as to pre- 
vent misconception of its principle and limits. 


arcani 


Now first, it may be asked, how was any secrecy though the 


Scriptures 


practicable, seeing that the Scriptures were open to 
every one who chose to consult them. It may 
startle those who are but acquainted with the popu- 
lar writings of this day, yet, I believe, the most ac- 
curate consideration of the subject will lead us to 
acquiesce in the statement, as a general truth, that 
the doctrines in question have never been learned 
merely from Scripture. Surely the sacred volume 
was never intended, and is not adapted to teach us 
our creed ; however certain it is that we can prove 
our creed from it, when it has once been taught 
us,” and in spite of individual produceable excep- 


' © Bonz sunt in Scripturis sacris mysteriorum profunditates, 
que ob hoc teguntur, ne vilescant ; ob hoc queruntur, ut exer- 
ceant ; ob hoc autem aperiuntur, ut pascant.’”’ (Austin in Petav. 
pref. in Trin. i. 5.) 

* Vide Dr. Hawkins’s original and most conclusive work on 
Unauthoritative Tradition, which contains in it the key toa num- 
ber of difficulties which are apt to perplex the theological student. 
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cuap.t. tions to the general rule. From the very first, 
sect... that rule has been, as a matter of fact, for the 


and though 
apologies 
explicit. 


~ Church to teach the truth, and then appeal to 


Scripture in vindication of its own teaching. And 
from the first, it has been the error of heretics to 
neglect the information provided for them, and to 
attempt of themselves a work to which they are 
unable, the eliciting a systematic doctrine from the 
scattered notices of the truth which Scripture con- 
tains. Such men act, in the solemn concerns of 
religion, the part of the self-sufficient natural phi- 
losopher, who should obstinately reject Newton's 
theory of gravitation, and endeavour, with talents 
inadequate to the task, to strike out some theory of 
motion by himself. The insufficiency of the mere 
private study of Holy Scripture for arriving at the 
exact and entire truth which it really contains, is 
shown by the fact, that creeds and teachers have ever 
been divinely provided, and by the discordance of 
opinions which exists wherever those aids are thrown 
aside; as well as by the very structure of the Bible 
itself. And if this be so, it follows that, while in- 
quirers and neophytes used the inspired writings 
for the purposes of morals and for instruction in 
the rudiments of the faith, they still might need the 
teaching of the Church as a key to the collection of 
passages which related to the mysteries of the gos- 
pel; passages which are obscure from the neces- 
sity of combining and receiving them all. 

A more plausible objection to the existence of 
this rule of secrecy in the early Church, arises from 
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the circumstance, that the Christian Apologies cnap. i 


openly mention to the whole world the sacred scr. m. 


tenets which have been above represented as the 
peculiar possession of the confirmed believer. But 
it must be observed, that the writers of these were 
frequently laymen, and so did not commit the 
Church as a body, nor even in its separate authori- 
ties, to formal statement or to theological discussion. 
The great duty of the Christian teacher was to unfold 
the sacred truths in due order, and not to insist 
prematurely on the difficulties, or to apply the pro- 
mises of the gospel; and if others erred in this re- 
spect, still it remained a duty to him. And fur- 
ther, these disclosures were not so conclusive as 
they seem to be at first sight ; the approximations 
of philosophy, and the corruptions of heresy, being 
so considerable, as to create a confusion concerning 
the precise character of the ecclesiastical doctrine. 
Besides, in matter of fact, some of the early apolo- 
gists themselves, as Tatian, were tainted with he- 
retical opinions. 


But in truth, it is not the actual practice of the Limits of 


much as its principle. Men often break through 
the rules, which they set themselves for the conduct 
of life, with or without good reason. If it was the 
professed principle of the early teachers, to speak 
exotericaliy to those who were without the Church, 
instances of a contrary practice but prove their incon- 
sistency ; whereas the fact of the existence of the 
principle answers the purpose which is the ultimate 


the disci- 
Primitive Church, which I am concerned with, so plina. 
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aim of this discussion, viz. accounts for those in- 
stances in the teaching of the Alexandrians, whether 
many or few, and whether extant or not as writings, 
in which they were silent as regards the mysterious 
doctrines of Christianity. Indeed it is evident, 
that any how the disciplina arcani could not be ob- 
served for any long time in the Church. Apostates 
would reveal the doctrines, if these escaped in no 
other way. Perhaps it was almost abandoned, as 
far as men of letters were concerned, after the date 
of Ammonius ; indeed there are various reasons for 
limiting its strict enforcement to the end of the 
second century. And it is plain, that during the 
time when the sacred doctrines were passing into 
the stock of public knowledge, Christian contro- 
versialists would be in a difficulty how to conduct 
themselves, what to deny, explain, or complete, in 
the popular notions of their creed ; and they would 
consequently be betrayed into inconsistencies of 
statement, and vary in their method of disputing. 
The disciplina arcani being supposed to have had 
areal existence with these limitations, I observe 
further, in explanation of its principle, that the 
elementary information given to the heathen or 
catechumen was in no sense undone by the subse- 
quent secret teaching, which was in fact but the 
filling up of a bare but correct outline. The con- 
trary theory was maintained by the Manichees, 
who represented the initiatory discipline as founded 
on a fiction or hypothesis, which was to be forgot- 
ten by the learner as he made progress in the real 
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doctrine of the gospel’; somewhat after the man- cuap. 1. 
ner of a school in the present day, which supposes sect. m1 


conversion to be effected by an exhibition of free 
promises and threats, and an appeal to our moral 
capabilities, which after conversion are discovered 
to have no foundation in truth. ‘‘Sed absit,” says 
Augustine, speaking of such, ‘‘ ut tantus Christi 
Apostolus, vas a Deo electum, Spiritis Sancti 
organum, alius docendo, alius scribendo, alius 
clam, alius palam fuerit. Factus est quidem om- 
nibus omnia, non fallentis astu, sed compatientis 
affectu, diversis animarum morbis, diversis miseri- 
cordiarum affectibus subveniens ; dans scilicet par- 
vulis parva, non falsa, perfectis verd grandiora 
mysteria, cuncta autem vera, consona, et divina®.” 
Next, the truths reserved for the baptised Chris- 


minations of individuals, as the word of man, but 
rather as an apostolical legacy, preserved and dis- 
pensed by the Church. Thus Irenzus, when en- 
gaged in refuting the heretics of his age, who ap- 
pealed from the text of Scripture to a sense indepen- 
dent of it, as the test between truth and falsehood 
in its contents, says, ‘‘ We derive the doctrine of 
our salvation through none but those who have 
transmitted to us the gospel, first preaching it, then 


* Aust. in advers. leg. et proph. lib. ii. 

* Vid. Feuard in Iren. iii. 2. Mosheim quotes this passage 
word for word in his diss. de caus. supp. libror. §. 17. Does it 
occur in this exact form any where in Austin’s treatise? vid. in 
advers. leg. et proph. lib. ii. 4. 6. &e. 


nor distinct 
from Scrip- 


tian, were not put forward as the arbitrary deter- te in its 


source, 


60 


THE CHURCH OF ALEXANDRIA. 


cnap. 1. (through God’s mercy) delivering it to us in the 
sect. Scriptures, as a basis and pillar of our faith. Nor 


dare we affirm, that their statements were made 
previously to their attaining perfect knowledge, as 
some presume to say, boasting that they amend the 
Apostles’.”” He then proceeds to speak of the 
clearness and cogency of the traditions preserved 
in the Church, as containing. that true wisdom of 
the perfect, of which St. Paul speaks, and to which 
the Gnostics pretended. And, indeed, without 
formal proofs of the existence and the authority in 
primitive times of an apostolical tradition, it is 
plain that there must have been such tradition, 
granting that the Apostles conversed, and their 
friends had memories, like other men. It is quite 
inconceivable that they should not have been led 
to arrange the series of revealed doctrines more 
systematically than they record them in Scripture, 
as soon as their converts became exposed to the 
attacks and misrepresentations of heretics; unless 
they were forbidden so to do, a supposition which 
cannot be maintained. ‘Their statements thus oc- 
casioned would be preserved, as a matter of course; 
together with those other secret but less important 
truths, to which St. Paul seems to allude, and 
which the early writers more or less acknowledge, 
whether concerning the types of the Jewish Church, 
or the prospects of the Christian’. And such re- 


‘ Tren. iii. 1. Vid. also Tertull. de Preescr. Heeret. 22. 
? Mosheim de reb. ante Const. szec. il. §. 34, 
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collections of apostolical teaching would evidently cap. 1. 
be binding on the faith of those who were instructed seer. mt. 
in them ; unless it can be supposed, that, though 
coming from inspired teachers, they were not of 
divine origin. 

However, it must not be supposed, that this ap- ana subor- 
peal to tradition in the slightest degree disparages caine 
the sovereign authority and sufficiency of holy 
Scripture, as a record of the truth. In the passage 
from Irenzeus above cited, apostolical tradition is 
brought forward, not to supersede Scripture, but in 
conjunction with Scripture, to refute the self-autho- 
rised arbitrary doctrines of the heretics. We must 
cautiously distinguish, with that Father, between a 
tradition supplanting or perverting the inspired 
records, and a corroborating, illustrating, and alto- 
gether subordinate tradition. It is of the latter 
that he speaks, classing the traditionary and the 
written doctrine together, as substantially one and 
the same, and as each equally opposed to the pro- 
fane inventions of Valentinus and Marcion. 

Lastly, the secret tradition soon ceased to exist tet tere 
even in theory. It was authoritatively divulged, 
and perpetuated in the form of symbols according 
as the successive innovations of heretics called for 
its publication. In the creeds of the early Coun- 
cils, it may be considered as having come to light, 
and so ended ; so that whatever has not been thus 
authenticated, whether such was prophetical infor- 
mation, (2 Thess. ii. 5. 15.) or comment on the 
past dispensations, (Heb. v. 11.) is from the cir- 
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cumstances of the case, lost to the Church. What, 
however, was then (by God’s good providence) sea- 
sonably preserved, is in some sense of apostolical 
authority still ; and at least serves the chief office 
of the early traditions, viz. that of interpreting and 
harmonizing the statements of Scripture. 

2. In the passages lately quoted from Clement 
and Cyril, mention was made by those writers of a 
mode of speaking, which was intelligible to the 
well-instructed, but conveyed no definite meaning 
to ordinary hearers. This was the allegorical 
style; which well deserves our attention before we 
leave the subject of the disciplina arcani, as being 
one chief means by which it was observed. The 
word allegorism must here be understood in a wide 
signification ; as including in its meaning, not 
only the representation of truths under an indepen- 
dent, though analogous exterior, after the manner 
of our Lord’s parables, but the generalizing facts 
into principles, adumbrating greater truths under 
the image of lesser, implying the consequences or 
the basis of doctrines in their correlatives, and 
altogether those instances of thinking, reasoning, 
and teaching, which depend upon the assumption 
of propositions which are abstruse, and connexions 
which are obscure, and which, in the case of unin- 
spired authors, we consider profound, or poetical, 
or enthusiastic, or illogical, according to our opi- 
nion of those by whom they are exhibited. 

This method of writing was the national pecu- 
liarity of that literature in which the Alexandrian 
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Church was educated. The hieroglyphics of the cuap. r. 
ancient Egyptians mark the antiquity of a practice, s#¢™ ™ 
which, in a later age, being enriched and diversi- — 
fied by the genius of their Greek conquerors, was 
applied as a key both to mythological legends, and 
to the sacred truths of Scripture. The Stoics were 
the first to avail themselves of an expedient which 
smoothed the deformities of the Pagan creed. The 
Jews, and then the Christians of Alexandria, em- 
ployed it in the interpretation of the inspired writ- 
ings. Those writings themselves have certainly 
an allegorical structure, and seem to countenance 
and invite an allegorical interpretation ; and in 
consequence, they have been referred by some 
critics to the same heathen origin, as if Moses first, 
and then St. Paul, borrowed their emblematical 
system respectively from the Egyptian and the 
Alexandrian philosophy. 

But it is more natural to consider that the Divine How ori- 
Wisdom used, on the sublimest of all subjects, Ragas 
media, which we spontaneously select for the ex- woe 
pression of solemn thought and elevated emotion ; 
and had no especial regard to the practice in any 
particular country, which afforded but an instance 
of the operation of a general principle of our 
nature. When the mind is occupied by some vast 
and awful subject of contemplation, it is prompted 
to give utterance to its feelings in a figurative 
style; for ordinary words will not convey the ad- 
miration, nor literal words the reverence which 
possesses it; and when dazzled at length with the 
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cHaP.I. great sight, it turns away for relief, it still catches 
sEcT.1. jy every new object, which it encounters, glimpses 


of its former vision, and colours the whole range 
of thought with this one abiding association. If 
however, others have preceded it in the privilege 
of such contemplations, a well disciplined piety 
will lead it to adopt the images which they have 
invented, both from affection for what is familiar 
to it, and from a fear of using unsanctioned lan- 
guage on a sacred subject. Such are the feelings 
under which a deeply impressed fancy addresses 
itself to the task of disclosing even its human 
thoughts ; and the description, if we may dare to 
coniecture, in its measure applies to’ the case of 
a mind under the immediate influence of inspira- 
tion. Certainly, its contents favour some such 
hypothetical account of the structure of the sacred 
volume ; in which the divinely-instructed imagi- 
nation of the writers is ever glancing to and fro, 
connecting past things with future, illuminating 
God’s lower providences, and man’s humblest ser- 
vices by allusions to the relations of the evange- 
lical covenant, and then in turn suddenly leaving 
the latter to dwell upon those past dealings of 
God with man, which must not be forgotten 
merely because they have been excelled. No 
prophet ends his subject: his brethren after him 
renew, enlarge, transfigure, or reconstruct it; so 
that the Bible, though various in its parts, forms 
a whole, grounded on a few distinct doctrinal 
principles discernible throughout it; and is in 
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consequence, though intelligible in its general drift, 
yet obscure in its text; and even tempts the stu- 
dent to a lax and disrespectful interpretation of it. 
History is made the external garb of prophecy, 
and persons and facts become the figures of hea- 
venly things. I need only refer, by way of in- 
stance, to the delineation of Abraham as the type 
of the accepted worshipper of God ; the history of 
the brazen serpent; the prophetical bearing of 
the ‘call of Israel out of Egypt ;” the personifi- 
cation of the Church in the Apostolic Epistles as 
the reflected image of Christ; and, further, to 
the mystical import, interpreted by our Lord him- 
self, of the title of God as the God of the Patri- 
archs. Above all other subjects, it need scarcely 
be said, the likeness of the promised Mediator is 
conspicuous throughout the sacred volume as in a 
picture ; moving along the line of the history, in one 
or other of His destined offices, the dispenser of bless- 
ings in Joseph, the inspired interpreter of truth in 
Moses, the conqueror in Joshua, the active preacher 
in Samuel, the suffering combatant in David, and 
in Solomon the triumphant and glorious king. 
Moreover, Scripture assigns the same uses to 
this allegorical style, which were contemplated by 
the Fathers, when they made it subservient to the 
disciplina arcani'; viz. those of trying the earnest- 
ness and patience of inquirers, discriminating 
between the proud and the humble, and conveying 
instruction to believers, and that in the most per- 
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manently impressive manner, without. the world’s 
catching its meaning. Our Lord’s remarks on 
the design of His own parables, is a sufficient evi- 
dence of this intention. 

Thus there seemed every encouragement, from 
the structure of the sacred volume, from the 
apparent causes which led to that structure, and 
from the purposes to which it was applied by 
its divine Author, to induce the Alexandrians 
to use its text as the instrument of an allegorical 
teaching. And, while it gave them the example 
of allegorizing itself, yet they would not con- 
sider themselves bound strictly within the limits 
of the very instances therein found, from the 
evident second meaning of some passages which 
yet are not interpreted ; e. g. the narrative con- 
tained in Genesis xxii., to which few people will 
deny an evangelical import, though the New Tes- 
tament itself no where assigns it. Yet, on the 
other hand, granting that a certain liberty of in- 
terpretation, beyond the precedent, but according 
to the spirit of Scripture, be allowable in the 
Christian teacher, still few people will deny, that 
some rule is necessary as a safeguard against its 
abuse, to secure the sacred text from being ex- 
plained away by the heretic, and misquoted and 
perverted by weak or fanatical minds. Such a 
safeguard we shall find, in bearing cautiously in 
mind this principle; viz. that (as a general rule), 
every passage of Scripture has some one definite 


and sufficient sense, which was prominently before 
‘4 
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the mind of the writer, or in the intention of the cwap. t. 
Blessed Spirit, and to which all other thoughts, seer. 
though they might arise, or be implied, still were 
subordinate. It is this true meaning of the text, 
which it is the business of the expositor to unfold. 

This it is, which every diligent student will think 

it a great gain to discover; and, though he will 

not shut his eyes to the indirect and instructive 
applications of which the text is capable, he never 

will so reason as to forget that there is a sense 
peculiarly its own. Sometimes it is easily ascer- 
tained, sometimes it can be scarcely conjectured ; 
sometimes it is contained in the literal sense of 

the words employed, as in the historical parts ; 
sometimes it is the allegorical, as in our Lord’s 
parables ; or sometimes the secondary sense may 

be more important in after ages than the original, 

as in the instance of the Jewish ritual; still in 

all cases (to speak generally) there is but one 
main primary sense, whether literal or figurative ; 

a regard for which, must ever keep us sober and 
reverent in the employment of those allegorisms, 
which, nevertheless, our Christian liberty does 

not altogether forbid. 

The protest of Scripture against all careless Sa 
expositions of its meaning, is strikingly implied using it. 
in the extreme reserve and caution, with which 
it unfolds its own typical signification; e. g. in 
the Mosaic ritual no hint was given of its un- 
doubted prophetical character, lest an excuse 

F2 


68 


THE CHURCH OF ALEXANDRIA. 


cuap.1. should be furnished to the Israelitish worshipper 
seer. ut. for undervaluing its actual commands. So, again, 


the secondary and distinct meaning of prophecy, 
is commonly hidden from view by the veil of the 
literal text, lest its immediate scope should be 
overlooked; when that is once fulfilled, the re- 
cesses of the sacred language seem to open, and 
give up the further truths deposited in them. Our 
Lord, probably, in the prophecy recorded in the 
gospels, was not careful, (if I may so express 
myself,) that His disciples should distinguish be- 
tween His final and immediate coming; thinking 
it a less error that they should consider the last 
day approaching, than that they should forget 
their own duties in the contemplation of the future 
fortunes of the Church. Nay, even types fulfilled, 
if they be historical, seem sometimes purposely to 
be left without the sanction of an interpretation, 
lest we should neglect the instruction still con- 
veyed in the literal narrative. This accounts for 
the silence observed concerning the evangelical 
import of the sacrifice of Isaac, which contains a 
definite and permanent moral lesson, as a matter of 
fact, however clear may be its further meaning as 
emblematical of our Lord’s sufferings on the cross. 
In corroboration of this remark, let it be observed, 
that there seems to have been in the Church a 
traditionary explanation of these historical types, 
derived from the Apostles, but kept among the 
secret doctrines, as being dangerous to the majority 
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of hearers’; and certainly St. Paul in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, affords-us an instance of such a 
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tradition, both as existing and as secret, (even 


though it be shown to be of Jewish origin,) when 
first checking himself and questioning his brethren’s 
faith, he communicates not without hesitation, the 
evangelical scope of the account of Melchisedec, as 
introduced into the book of Genesis. 

As to the Christian school of Alexandria, if it 
erred in its use of the allegory, its error did not 
lie in the mere adoption of an instrument which 
Philo or the Egyptian hierophants had employed, 
(though this is sometimes made a ground of objec- 
tion,) for Scripture itself had taken it out of the 
hands of such authorities. Nor did its error lie 
in the mere circumstances of its allegorizing Scrip- 
ture, where Scripture gave no direct countenance ; 
as if we might not interpret the sacred word for 
ourselves, as we interpret the events of life, by the 
principles which itself supplies. But it erred, 
whenever and as far as it carried its favourite rule 
of exposition beyond the spirit of the canon above 
laid down, so as to obscure the primary meaning 
of Scripture, and to weaken the force of historical 
facts and express declarations ; and much more, 
if at any time it degraded the inspired text to the 
office of conveying the thoughts of uninspired 
teachers on subjects not sacred. 


1 Vid. Mosheim de reb. ant. Const. see. ii. § 34. Rosenmuller 
Hist. Interpr. iii. 2. § 1. 
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cnap.1. And, as it is impossible to draw a precise line 
seer. mm. between the use and abuse of allegorizing, so it is 
~~ impossible also to ascertain the exact degree of 
blame incurred by individual teachers who seem 
to transgress it. They may be faulty, as commen- 
tators, yet instructive as devotional writers; and 
their liberty in interpretation is to be regulated by 
the state of mind in which they address themselves 
to the work, and by their proficiency in the know- 
ledge and practice of Christian duty. So far as 
men use the language of the Bible, (as is often done 
in poems and works of fiction,) as the mere instru- 
ment of a cultivated fancy, to make their style 
attractive or impressive, so far, it is needless to 
say, they are guilty of a great irreverence towards 
its Divine Author. On the other hand, it is surely 
no extravagance to assert that there are minds so 
gifted and disciplined as to approach the position 
occupied by the inspired writers, and therefore 
able to apply their words with a fitness, and are 
entitled to do so with a freedom, which is unin- 
telligible to the dull or heartless criticism of infe- 
rior understandings. So far then as the Alexan- 
drian Fathers partook of such a singular gift of 
grace, (and Origen surely bears on him the tokens 
of some exalted moral dignity,) not incited by a 
capricious and presumptuous imagination, but 
burning with that vigorous faith, which, seeing 
God in all things, does and suffers all for His sake, 
and, while filled with the contemplation of His 
supreme glory, still discharges each command in 
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the exactness of its real meaning, in the same 
degree they stand not merely excused, but are 
placed immeasurably above the multitude of those 
who find it so easy to censure them.—And so 
much on the Allegory, as the means of observing 
the disciplina arcani. 

3. The same method of interpretation was used 
for another purpose, which is more open to censure. 
When Christian controversialists were urged by 
objections to various passages in the history of the 
Old Testament, as derogatory to the Divine Per- 
fections or to the Jewish saints, they had recourse 
to an allegorical explanation by way of answer. 
Thus Origen spiritualizes the account of Abraham’s 
denying his wife, the polygamy of the Patriarchs, 
and Noah’s drunkenness'. It is impossible to de- 
fend such a procedure, which seems to imply a want 
of faith in those who had recourse to it. Doubt- 
less this earnestness to exculpate the saints of the 
elder covenant, is partly to be attributed to a noble 
jealousy for the honour of God, and a reverence for 
the memory of those who, on the whole, rise in 
their moral attainments far above their fellows, and 
well deserve the confidence in their virtue which 
the Alexandrians manifest. Yet God has given us 
rules of right and wrong, which we must not be 
afraid to apply in estimating the conduct of even 
the best of mere men; though errors are thereby 
detected, the scandal of which we ourselves have 


* Huet. Origen. p. 171, Rosenmuller supra. 
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to bearin our own day. So far must be granted in 
fairness; but some have gone on to censure the 
principle itself which this procedure involved ; viz. 
that of representing religion, for the purpose of 
conciliating the heathen, in the form most attrac- 
tive to their prejudices; and, as it was generally 
received in the Primitive Church, and the consider- 
ations which it involves are not without their bear- 
ings upon the doctrinal question in which we shall 
be presently engaged, I will devote some space 
here to the examination of it. 

The mode of arguing and teaching in question, 
which is called economical, (kar’ oicovoniay) by the 
ancients, can scarcely be disconnected from the 
disciplina arcani, as will appear by some of the 
instances which follow, though it is convenient to 
consider it by itself. If it is necessary to contrast 
the two with each other, the one may be considered 
as withholding the truth, and the other as setting 
it out to advantage. The economy is certainly 
sanctioned by St. Paul in his own conduct. To 
the Jews he became as a Jew, and as without the 
Law to the heathen. His behaviour at Athens is 
the most remarkable instance in his history of this 
method of acting. Instead of uttering any invec- 
tive against their Polytheism, he began a discourse 
upon the Unity of the Divine Nature; and then 
proceeded to claim the altar, consecrated in the 
neighbourhood to the Unknown God, as the pro- 
perty of Him whom he preached to them, and to 
enforce his doctrine of the Divine Immateriality, 
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founded on the words of a heathen poet. This was 
the example which the Alexandrians set before 
them in their intercourse with the heathen, as may 
be shown by the following instances. 

Theonas, Bishop of Alexandria, (a. p. 282—3800.) 
has left his directions for the behaviour of Christ- 
ians who were in the service of the imperial court. 
The utmost caution is enjoined them, not to give 
offence to the heathen emperor. If a Christian was 
appointed librarian, he was to take good care not 
to show any contempt for secular knowledge and 
the ancient writers. He was advised to make him- 
self familiar with the poets, philosophers, orators, 
and historians of classical literature ; and, while dis- 
cussing their writings, to take incidental opportu- 
nities of recommending the Scriptures, introducing 
mention of Christ, and by degrees revealing the real 
dignity of His nature. ‘‘ Insurgere poterit Christi 
mentio, explicabitur paullatim ejus sola divinitas’.”’ 

The conversion of Gregory of Neoczsarea, (A. D. 
231.) affords an exemplification of this proce- 
dure in an individual case. He had originally 
attached himself to the study of rhetoric and 
the law, but was persuaded by Origen, whose 
lectures he attended, to exchange these pursuits, 
first for science, then for philosophy, then for the- 
ology, so far as right notions concerning religion 


* Rose’s Neander. Eccl. Hist. p. 145. Tillen. Mem, vol. iv. 
p. 240, 241. 
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cnap. 1. could be extracted from the promiscuous writings 


SECT. III. 


Clement. 


of the various philosophical sects. Thus, while pro- 
fessedly teaching him Pagan philosophy, his skilful 
master insensibly enlightened him in the knowledge 
of the Christian faith. Then leading him to Serip- 
ture, he explained to him its difficulties as they arose ; 
till Gregory, overcome by the force of truth, an- 
nounced to his instructor his intention of exchang- 
ing the pursuits of this world for the service of God). 

Clement’s Stromata, (a. p. 200.) a work which 
has already furnished us with illustrations of the 
Alexandrian method of teaching, was written 
with the design of converting the learned hea- 
then, and pursues the same plan which Origen 
adopted towards Gregory. The author therein pro- 
fesses his wish to blend together philosophy and re- 
ligion, refutes those who censure the former ; shows 
the advantage of it, and how it is to be applied. 
This leading at once to an inquiry concerning 
the particular school of philosophy which is to be 
held of divine origin, he answers in a celebrated 
passage, that all are to be referred thither as far 
as they respectively inculcate the principles of 
piety and morality, and none, except as containing 
the portions and foreshadowings of the truth. “‘ By 
philosophy,” he says, ‘‘I do not mean the Stoic, 
nor the Platonic, nor the Epicurean and Aristotelic, 


‘ This was Origen’s usual method, vide Euseb. Eccl. Hist. 
vi. 18. He has signified it himself in these words: yupydovoy 
pev papery etvae rie Wuxiic ry avOpwrivny coplay, rédoe é ri)v 
Qeiav. Contr. Cels. vi. 13. 
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but all good doctrine in every one of the schools, all CHAP. | 
precepts of holiness combined with religious know- °°" "" 
ledge. All this, taken together, or the Eclectic, [call 
philosophy: whereas the rest are mere forgeries of the 
human intellect, and in no respect to be accounted 
divine’.”” At the same time, to mark out the pe- 
culiar divinity of the revealed religion, he traces 
all the philosophy of the heathen to the teaching of 
the Hebrew sages, earnestly maintaining its entire 
subserviency to Christianity, as but the love of that 
truth which the Scriptures really impart. 

The same general purpose of conciliating the Apologies 
heathen, and, (as far as might be,) indulging © 
the existing fashions to which their literature 
was subjected, may be traced in the Ady, which 
the Christians published in defence of their re- 
ligion’; being what, in this day, might be called 
pamphlets, written in imitation of speeches after 
the manner of Isocrates, and adorned with those 
graces of composition, which the schools taught, 
and the inspired Apostle has exhibited in his 
Epistle to the Hebrews. Clement’s Exhortation to 
the Gentiles, is a specimen of this style of writing ; 
as also those of Athanagoras and Tatian, and that 
ascribed to Justin Martyr. 

Again ;—the last-mentioned Father will afford Justin. 
us an instance of an economical relinquishment of 
a sacred doctrine. When Justin Martyr, in his 


* Clem. Strom. i. 7. 
2 Dodwell in Iren. diss. vi. § 14. 16. 
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argument with the Jew Trypho, (a. p. 150.) finds 
himself unable to convince him from the Old Testa- 
ment of the divinity of Christ, he falls back upon 
the doctrine of His divine mission, as if this were a 
point, indisputable on the one hand, and on the 
other, affording sufficient data for advancing, when 
expedient, to the proof of the full evangelical truth’. 
In the same passage, moreover, as arguing with an 
unbeliever, he permits himself to speak without an 
anathema of those, (the Ebionites,) who professed 
Christianity, and yet denied Christ’s divinity. 
Athanasius himself fully recognises the propriety 
of this concealment of the doctrine on a fitting 
occasion: and thus accounts for the silence of the 
Apostles concerning it, in their speeches recorded 
in the Book of Acts, viz. that they were unwilling, 
by a disclosure of it, to prejudice the Jews against 
those miracles, the acknowledgment of which was 
a first step towards their receiving it’. 

The history of Gregory of Neocesarea, (a. D. 
240—270.) furnishes us with a similar but stronger 
instance of an economical concealment of the full 
truth. It seems that certain heretical teachers, in 
the time of Basil, ascribed to him, whether by way 
of censure or in self-defence, the Sabellian view of 
the Trinity ; and, moreover, the belief that Christ 


1 Vide Bull, Judic. Eccl. vi. 7. 

* Athan. de sent. Dionys. 8. Theodoret, Chrysostom, and 
others, say the same. Vide Suicer Thesaurus, verb orovyeior, 
and Whitby on Heb. v. 12. 
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was a creature. The occasion of these alleged 
statements on Gregory’s part, was a vivd voce con- 
troversy with a heathen, which had been taken 
down in writing by the by-standers. The charge 
of Sabellianism is refuted by Gregory’s extant 
writings ; it is answered, however, together with 
the latter more plausible calumny, by St. Basil, in 
the following passage, which well illustrates the 
theory of controversy which I have above at- 
tempted to describe. ‘* When Gregory,” he says, 
“expressed himself as if the Father and Son dif- 
fered only in our conception of them, he spoke not 
as teaching doctrine, but as arguing with an un- 
believer, viz. in his disputation with Alianus ; but 
this distinction our heretical opponents could not 
enter into, much as they pride themselves on the 
subtilty of their intellect. Even granting there 
were no mistakes in taking the notes, (which, 
please God, it is my intention to prove from the 
text as it now stands,) it is to be supposed, that he 
did not think it necessary to be very exact in his 
doctrinal terms, when employed in converting a hea- 
then; but in some things, even to concede to his 
feelings, that he might gain him over to the cardinal 
points. Accordingly, you may find many expres- 
sions there, of which heretics now take advant- 
age, such as ‘creature,’ ‘made,’ and the like. So 
again, many statements which he has made con- 
cerning Christ’s human nature, are referred to 
His divine nature by those who do not skilfully 
enter into his meaning; as, indeed, is the very 
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expression, just referred to, which they have cir- 
culated ’.” 

I will here again instance a parallel use of the 
economy on the part of Athanasius himself, and 
will make use of the words of the learned Petavius. 
‘¢ Even Athanasius,” he says, ‘‘ whose very gift it 
was, above all other Fathers, to possess a clear and 
accurate knowledge of the Catholic doctrine, so 
that all succeeding antagonists of Arianism may 
be truly said to have derived their powers and 
their arguments from him; even this keen and 
vigilant champion of orthodoxy, in arguing with 
the Gentiles for the divinity and incarnation of the 
Word, urges them with considerations drawn from 
their own philosophical notions concerning Him. 
Not that he was ignorant how unlike orthodoxy, 
and how like Arianism, such notions were, but he 
bore in mind the necessity of favourably disposing 
the minds of the Gentiles to listen to his teaching ; 
and he was aware that it was one thing to lay the 
rudiments of the faith in an ignorant or heathen 
mind, and another to defend the faith against 
heretics, or to teach it dogmatically. E. g. in an- 
swering the objection of the Divine Word having 
taken flesh, which offended them, he bids them 
consider whether they are not inconsistent in dwell- 
ing upon this, while they believe themselves that 
there is a Divine Word, the presiding principle 
and soul of the world, through the movements of 


* Basil, Epist. cex. § 5. 
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which He is visibly displayed ; ‘ for what (he asks) cuap. 1. 
does Christianity say more than that the Word has srcr. m. 


presented Himself to the i ee ecdoe of our senses by 
the instrumentality of a body?’ And yet it is cer- 
tain that the Father, and the pervading Word of 
the Platonists, differed materially from the sacred 
Persons of the Trinity, as we hold the doctrine, and 
Athanasius too, in every page of his writings’. 


1. 99 


These are instances in various ways of the eco- canon for 
the use of 
nomical method, i. e. of accommodation to the feel- the Beo- 


ings and prejudices of the hearer, in leading him 
to the reception of a novel or unacceptable doc- 
trine. It professes to be founded in the actual 
necessity of the case; i.e. because those who are 
strangers to the tone of thought and principles of 
the speaker, cannot at once be initiated into his 
system, and because they must begin with imperfect 
views ; and therefore, if he is to teach them at all, 
he must put before them large propositions, which 
he has afterwards to modify, or make assertions 
which are but parallel or analogous to the truth, 
rather than coincident with it. And it cannot be 
denied, that those who attempt to speak at all 
times the naked truth, or rather (as it may be 
cealled,) the commonly-received expression of it, 
are certain, more than other men, to convey wrong 
impressions of their meaning to those who happen 
to be below them, or to differ widely from them, in 
intelligence and cast of mind. On the other hand, 


1 Petav. Theol. Dogm. tom. ii. preef. 3, § 5. 
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CHAP. I. the abuse of the Economy in the hands of un- 
seer. ™- scrupulous reasoners, is obvious. Even the honest 
-_-_- controversialist or teacher will find it very difficult 
to represent, without misrepresenting, what it is yet 
his duty to present to his hearers with caution or 
reserve. Here the obvious rule to guide our prac- 
tice is, to be careful ever to maintain substantial 
truth in our use of the economical method. It is 
thus we lead forward children by degrees, influenc- 
ing and impressing their minds by means of their 
own confined conceptions of things, before we at- 
tempt to introduce them to our own; yet at the 
same time modelling their thoughts according to 
the analogy of those to which we mean ultimately 
to bring them. Again, the information given to the 
blind man, that scarlet was like the sound of a 
trumpet, is an instance of an unexceptionable eco- 
nomy, since it was as true as it could be under the 
circumstances of the case, conveying a substantially 


correct impression as far as it went. 

Application In applying this rule to the instances above given, 

instances it is plain that Justin, Gregory, or Athanasius, 

ak were justifiable or not in their Economy, according 
as they did or did not practically mislead their 
opponents. Merely to leave a man in errors which 
he had independently of us, or to refuse to remove 
them, cannot be objected to as a fault, and may be 
a duty; though it is so difficult to hit the mark in 
these perplexing cases, that it is not wonderful, 
should these or other fathers have failed at times, 
and said more or less than was proper. Again, in 
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the instances of St. Paul, Theonas, Origen, and cuap. 1. 


Clement, the doctrine which their conduct implies, 
is the divinity of Paganism; a true doctrine, 
though the heathen whom they addressed, at first 
would not rightly apprehend it. But I am aware, 
that some persons will differ from me here, and 
others will be perplexed about my meaning. So 
let this be a reserved point, to be considered pre- 
sently, when we have finished the subject of the 
Economy. 


SECT. III. 


The Alexandrian father who has already been Clement. 


referred to, accurately describes the rules which 
should guide the Christian in speaking and acting 
economically. ‘‘ Being ever persuaded of the 
omnipresence of God,” he says, ‘‘ and ashamed to 
come short of the truth, he is satisfied with the ap- 
proval of God, and of his own conscience. What- 
ever is in his mind, is also on his tongue; towards 
those who are fit recipients, both in speaking and 
living, he harmonizes his profession with his opi- 
nions. He both thinks and speaks the truth; ex- 
cept when consideration is necessary, and then, as 
a physician for the good of his patients, he will be 
false, or utter a falsehood, as the Sophists say. For 
instance, the great Apostle circumcised Timothy, 
while he cried out and wrote down, ‘ Circumcision 
availeth not ;’ and yet, lest he should so suddenly 
tear his Hebrew disciples from the Law, as to un- 
settle them, accommodating himself to the Jews, 
he became a Jew, that he might make his gain of 
all... Nothing, however, but his neighbour’s good 
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will lead him to do this... He gives himself up 
for the Church, for the friends whom he has begot- 
ten in the faith, for an ensample to those who have 
the ability to undertake the high office (ouovoniav) 
of a teacher, full of love to God and man; and so, 
while he preserves the sincerity of his words, he at 
the same time displays the work of zeal for the 
Lord *.” 

Further light will be thrown upon the doctrine 
of the Economy, by considering it as exemplified 
in the dealings of Providence towards man. The 
word occurs in Scripture in Eph. i. 10. where it is 
used for the series of Divine appointments viewed 
as a whole, by which the Gospel is introduced and 
realised among mankind, being translated in our 
version dispensation. It will evidently bear a wider 
sense, embracing the Jewish and patriarchal dis- 
pensations, or any Divine procedure, greater or 
less, which consists of means and an end. Thus it 
is applied by the Fathers to the history of Christ’s 
humiliation, as exhibited in the doctrines of His 
incarnation, ministry, atonement, exaltation, and 
mediatorial sovereignty, and, as such, distinguished 
from the SeoAoyia, or the collection of truths relative 
to His personal indwelling in the bosom of the Di- 
vine Essence. Again, it might with equal fitness 
be used for the general system of Providence by 
which the world’s course is carried on ; or, again, 
for the work of creation itself, as opposed to the 
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absolute perfection of the eternal God, that internal cap. 1 
concentration of His active attributes in self-con- %=7- = 
templation, which took place on the seventh day, a 
when He rested from all the work which He had 
made. And since this everlasting and unchange- 
able quiescence is the simplest and truest notion 
we can obtain of the Deity, it seems to follow, that 
strictly speaking, all those so-called Economies or 
dispensations, which display His character in ac- 
tion, are but condescensions to the infirmity and 
peculiarity of our minds, shadowy representations 
of realities which are incomprehensible to creatures 
such as ourselves, who estimate every thing by the 
rule of association and arrangement, by the notion 
of a purpose and plan, object and means, parts 
and whole. What, e. g. is the revelation of ge- 
neral moral laws, their infringement, their tedious 
victory, the endurance of the wicked, and the 
“‘ winking at the times of ignorance,” but an 
éxovopia of greater truths untold, the best practical 
communication of them which our minds im their 

> present state will admit? What are the phenomena 
of the external world, but a divine mode of con- 
veying to the mind the realities of existence, indi- 
viduality, and the influence of being on being, 
the best possible, though beguiling the imagina- 
tions of most men with a harmless but unfounded 
belief in matter as distinct from the impressions on 
their senses? This at least is the opinion of some 
philosophers, and whether the particular theory be 
right or wrong, it serves as an illustration here of 

G2 . 
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cuAr. 1. the great truth which we are considering. Or 


sror. ut what, again, as others hold, is the popular argu- 


ment from final causes but an oikovopia, suited to 
the practical wants of the multitude, as teaching 
them in the simplest way the active presence of 
Him, who after all dwells intelligibly, prior to ar- 
gument, in their heart and conscience? And 
though, on the mind’s first mastering this general 
principle, it seems to itself at the moment to have 
cut all the ties which bind it to the universe, and 
to be floated off upon the ocean of interminable 
scepticism ; yet a true sense of its own weakness 
brings it back, the instinctive persuasion that it 
must be intended to rely on something, and there- 
fore that the information given, though philosophi- 
cally inaccurate, must be practically certain; a 
sure confidence in the love of Him, who cannot 
deceive, and who has impressed the image and the 
thought of Himself and of His will upon our ori- 
ginal nature. Here then we may lay down with 
certainty as a consolatory truth, what was but a 
rule of duty when we were reviewing the Econo- 
mies of man; viz. that whatever is told us from 
heaven, is true in so full and substantial a sense, 
that no possible mistake can arise practically from 
following it. And it may be added, on the other 
hand, that the greatest risk will result from at- 
tempting to be wiser than God has made us, and 
to outstep in the least degree the circle which is 
prescribed as the limit of our range. This is but 
the duty of implicit faith in Him who knows what 
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is good for us, and who has ordained that in our cnap. 1. 
practical concerns intellectual ability should do no sec. m. 


more than enlighten us in the difficulties of our 
situation, not in the solutions of them. Accord- 
ingly, we may safely admit the Ist chapter of the 
book of Job, the 22d of 1 Kings, and other pas- 
sages of Scripture, to be oicovouia, i. e. representa- 
tions conveying substantial truth in the form in 
which we are best able to receive it; and to be ac- 
cepted by us and used in their literal sense, as our 
highest wisdom, because we have no powers of 
mind equal to the more philosophical determina- 
tion of them. Again, the Mosaic dispensation was 
an ocovopia, Simulating (so to say) unchangeable- 
ness, when from the first it was destined to be abo- 
lished. And our Blessed Lord’s conduct on earth 
abounds with the like gracious and considerate 
condescension to the weakness of His creatures, who 
would have been driven either to a terrified inac- 
tion, or to presumption, had they known then as 
afterwards the secret of His divine nature. 


I will add two or three instances, in which this Pretendea 


doctrine of the Divine Economies has been wrongly 
applied ; and I do so from necessity, lest the fore- 
going remarks should seem to countenance errors, 
which I am most desirous at all times and every 
where to protest against. 


instances. 


For instance, the Economy has been employed Supposed 


to the disparagement of the Old Testament saints ; 


imperfect 
morality of 
the Old 


as if the praise bestowed on them by Almighty God ‘restament. 


were but economically given, 1. e. with reference 
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cuap. 1. to their times and circumstances; their real insight 

sect. 1. into moral truth being possibly below the average 

~ standard of knowledge in matters of faith and prac- 
tice received among nations rescued from the rude 
and semi-savage state, in which they are considered to 
have lived. And again, it has been even supposed, 
that injunctions, as well as praise, have been thus 
given them, which an enlightened age is at liberty 
to criticise ; e. g. the command to slay Isaac has 
sometimes been viewed as an Economy, based upon 
certain received ideas in Abraham’s day, concern- 
ing the innocence and merit of human sacrifice. 
It is enough to have thus disclaimed participation 
in these theories, which of course are no objection 
to the general doctrine of the Economy, unless in- 
deed it could be shown, that those who hold a 
principle are answerable for all the applications 
arbitrarily made of it by the licentious ingenuity 
of others. 

Supposed Again, the principle of the Economy has some- 

dation of St. times been applied to the interpretation of the New 

Paul to Jew- : : 

ish notion of Testament. It has been said, e. g. that the Epistle 

von to the Hebrews does not state the simple truth in 
the sense in which the Apostles themselves believed 
it, but merely as it would be palatable to the Jews. 
The advocates of this hypothesis have proceeded 
to maintain, that the doctrine of the Atonement is 
no part of the essential and permanent evangelical 
system. To a conscientious reasoner, however, it 
is evident, that the structure of the Epistle in ques- 
tion is so intimately connected with the reality of 
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the expiatory scheme, that to suppose the latter cmap. 1. 
imaginary, would be to impute to the writer, not s®°™ 4" 
an Economy (which always preserves substantial 
truth), but a gross and audacious deceit. 

A parallel theory to this has been put forward Supposed 


gospel arti- 


by men of piety among the Predestinarians, with a fice of the 


: nee i : P free pro- 
view of reconciling the inconsistency between their mises and 


faith and practice. They have suggested, that the ee, 
promises and threats of Scripture are founded on 

an Economy, which is needful to effect the conver- 

sion of the elect, but clears up and vanishes under 

the light of the true spiritual perception, to which 

the converted at length attain. This has been no- 

ticed in another connexion, and will here serve as 

one among many illustrations which might be 

given, of the fallacious application of a true prin- 

ciple. And so much upon the ocovopia. 

4. A question was just now reserved, as interfer- is 
ing with the subject then before us. In what sense Paganism. 
can it be said, that there is any connexion between 
Paganism and Christianity so real, as to warrant 
the preacher of the latter to conciliate idolaters by 
allusion to it? St. Paul evidently connects the true 
religion with the existing systems which he la- 
boured to supplant in Acts xvii. and his example 
is a sufficient guide to missionaries now, and a full 
justification of the line of conduct pursued by the 
Alexandrians, in the instances similar to it; but are 
we able to account for his conduct, and ascertain 
the principle by which it was regulated? I think 
we can ; and the exhibition of it will set before the 
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reader another doctrine of the Alexandrian school, 
which it is much to our purpose to understand, and 


ec which I shall call the divinity of T: raditionary Religion. 


Account 
and evi- 
dence of it 
inScripture, 


We know well enough for practical purposes 
what is meant by revealed religion; viz. that it is 
the doctrine taught in the Mosaic and Christian 
dispensations, and contained in the holy Scrip- 
tures, and is from God in asense in which no other 
doctrine can be said to be from Him. Yet, if we 
would speak correctly, we must confess, on the 
authority of the Bible itself, that all knowledge of 
religion is from Him, and not only that which the 
Bible has transmitted to us. There never was a 
time when God had not spoken to man, and told 
him to a certain extent his duty. His injunctions 
to Noah, the common father of all mankind, is the 
first recorded fact of the sacred history after the 
deluge. Accordingly, we are expressly told in the 
New Testament, that at no time He left Himself 
without witness in the world, and that in every 
nation He accepts those who fear and obey Him. 
It would seem, then, that there is something true 
and divinely revealed, in every religion all over 
the earth, overloaded, as it may be, and at times 
even stifled by the impieties which the corrupt will 
and understanding of man have incorporated with 
it. Such are the doctrines of the power and pre- 
sence of an invisible God, of His moral law and 
governance, of the obligation of duty, and the cer- 
tainty of a just judgment, and of reward and pu- 
nishment being dispensed in the end to indivi- 
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duals ; so that revelation, properly speaking, is an cmap. 1. 
universal, not a partial gift; and the distinction szer.m. 
between the state of Israelites formerly and Chris-~ 
tians now, and that of the heathen, is, not that we 
can, and they cannot attain to future blessedness, 
but that the Church of God ever has had, and the 
rest of mankind never have had, authoritative do- 
cuments of truth, and appointed channels of commu- 
nication with Him. The Word and the Sacra- 
ments are the characteristic of the elect people of 
God, but all men have had more or less the guid- 
ance of tradition, in addition to those internal no- 
tices of right and wrong which the Spirit has put 
into the heart of each individual. This vague and 
unconnected family of religious truths, originally 
from God, but sojourning without the sanction of 
miracle, or a definite home, as pilgrims up and 
down the world, and discernible and separable from 
the corrupt legends with which they are mixed, by 
the spiritual mind alone, may be called the dispen- 
sation of Paganism, after the example of the learned 
father already appealed to’.—And, further, Scrip- 
ture gives us reason to believe, that the traditions, 
thus originally delivered to mankind at large, have 
been secretly re-animated and enforced by new 
communications from the unseen world; though 
these were not of such a nature as to be produced 


, xa Rae ; ee 4 
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CHAP. I. aS evidence, or used as criteria and tests, and 
sEct.I. yoused the attention rather than informed the un- 


derstandings of the heathen. The book of Genesis 
contains a record of the dispensation of natural 
religion, or paganism, as well as of the patriarchal. 
The dreams of Pharaoh and Abimelech, as of Ne- 
buchadnezzar afterwards, are instances of the deal- 
ings of God with those to whom He did not vouch- 
safe a written revelation.—Or should it be said, 
that the particular cases merely come within the 
range of the Divine supernatural governance which 
was in their neighbourhood,—an assertion which 
requires proof,—let the book of Job be taken as a 
less suspicious instance of the dealings of God with 
the heathen. Job was a Pagan in the same sense 
in which the Eastern nations are Pagans in the 
present day. He lived among idolaters', yet he 
and his friends had cleared themselves from the 
superstitions with which the true creed was beset ; 
and, while one of them was divinely instructed 
by dreams’, he himself at length heard the voice 
of God out of the whirlwind, in recompense 
for his long trial and his faithfulness under it®. 
Why should not the Book of Job be accepted 
by us, as a gracious intimation given us, who 
are God’s sons, for our comfort, when we are 
anxious about our brethren who are still ‘‘ scattered 
abroad”’ in an evil world; an intimation that the 
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Sacrifice, which is the hope of Christians, has its cHap. 1. 
power and its success, wherever men seek God sP¢™ 
with their whole heart ’—If it be objected that Job 
lived in a less corrupted age than the times of 
ignorance which followed, Scripture, as if for our 
full satisfaction, draws back the curtain further 
still in the history of Balaam. There a bad man 
and a heathen is made the oracle of true divine 
messages about doing justly, and loving mercy, 
and walking humbly ; nay, even among the altars 
of superstition, the Spirit of God vouchsafes to utter 
prophecy’. And so in the cave of Endor, even a 
saint was sent from the dead to join the company 
of an apostate king, and the sorceress whose aid 
he was seeking’. Accordingly, there is nothing 
unreasonable in the notion, that there may have 
been heathen poets and sages, or sibyls again, in a 
certain extent divinely illuminated, and organs 
through whom religious and moral truth was con- 
veyed to their countrymen; though their know- 
ledge of the Power from whom the gift came, nay, 
and their perception of the gift as existing in them- 
selves, may have been very faint or defective. 

This doctrine, thus imperfectly sketched, shall siren. 
now be presented to the reader in the words of 
St. Clement. ‘‘ To the Word of God,” he says, 
*‘ all the host of angels and heavenly powers is 
subject, revealing, as He does, His holy office for 


1 Numb. xxii.—xxiv. Mic. vi. 5—8. 
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cnap.1. the glory of Him who has put all things under 

sect.1t. Him. Wherefore, His are all men; some actually 

knowing Him, others not as yet; some as friends, 
[Christians], others as faithful labourers, [Jews], 
others as bond-servants, [heathen]. He is the 
Teacher, who instructs the enlightened Christian 
in mysteries, and supports the faithful labourer in 
cheerful hopes, and schools the hard of heart with 
His keen corrective discipline ; so that His provi- 
dence is particular, public, and universal... . He 
it is who gives to the Greeks their philosophy by 
His ministering angels. ... for He is the Saviour, 
not of these or those, but of all. . .. His revelations, 
both the former and the latter, are drawn forth 
from one fount; those who were before the Law, 
not suffered to be without law, those who do not 
hear the Jewish philosophy, not surrendered to an 
unbridled course. Dispensing in former times His 
word to some, to others philosophy, now at length, 
by His own personal coming, He has closed the 
course of unbelief, which is henceforth inexcus- 
able ; Greek and barbarian [Jew] being led forward 
by a separate process to that perfection which is 
through faith '.” 

Right mode If this doctrine be scriptural, it is not difficult to 

ingthe determine the line of conduct which is to be ob- 

neat served by the Christian apologist and missionary. Be- 
lieving God’s hand to be in every system, so far forth 
as it is true, (though Scripture alone is the depo- 
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sitary of His unadulterated and complete revelation) cHar.1. 
he will, after St. Paul’s manner, seek some points S®¢7 ™™ 


in the existing superstitions as the basis of his own 
instructions, instead of indiscriminately condemn- 
ing and discarding the whole assemblage of hea- 
then opinions and practices; and he will address 
his hearers, not as men in a state of actual per- 
dition, but as being in imminent danger of ‘the 
wrath to come,” because they are in bondage and 
ignorance, and probably (i. e. the vast majority of 
them are) under God’s displeasure in fact ; but not 
necessarily so, from the very circumstance of their 
being heathen. And while he strenuously opposes 
all that is idolatrous, immoral, and profane, in their 
creed, he will profess to be leading them on to per- 
fection, and recovering and purifying, rather than 
reversing the essential principles of their belief. 

A number of corollaries may be drawn from this 
view of the relation of Christianity to Paganism, 
by way of solving difficulties which often perplex 
the mind. E.G. we thus perceive the utter impro- 
priety of ridicule and satire as a means of prepar- 
ing a heathen population for the reception of the 
truth. Of course it is right, soberly and temper- 
ately, to expose the absurdities of idol worship ; 
but sometimes it is maintained that a writer, such 
as the infamous Lucian, who scoffs at an esta- 
blished religion altogether, is the suitable prepara- 
tion for the Christian preacher,—as if infidelity 
were a middle state between falsehood and truth. 
This view derives its plausibility from the circum- 
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stance, that in drawing out systems in writing, to 
erase a false doctrine is the first step towards in- 
serting the true. Accordingly, the mind is often 
compared to a tablet or paper: a state of it is con- 
templated of absolute freedom from all preposses- 
sions and tastes for one system or another as a first 
step towards arriving at the truth; and infidelity 
represented as that candid and dispassionate frame 
of mind, which is the desideratum. It has been 
a matter of surprise and grief to serious persons, to 
hear, for instance, at the present day, men who 
profess high religious attainments exulting in the 
overthrow of religion in France, as if an unbeliever 
were in a more hopeful state than a bigot, for ad- 
vancement in real spiritual knowledge. But in 
truth, the mind never can resemble a blank paper, 
in its freedom from impressions and prejudices. 
Infidelity is a positive, not a negative state; it is 
a state of profaneness, pride, and selfishness; and 
he who believes a little, but encompasses that little 
with the inventions of men, is undeniably in a better 
condition than he who blots out from his mind both 
the human inventions and the portion of truth which 
was concealed in them. 

Again : it is plain that the tenderness of dealing, 
which it is our duty to adopt towards a heathen 
unbeliever, is not to be used towards an apostate. 
No Economy can be employed towards those who 
have been once enlightened, and have fallen away. 
I wish to speak explicitly on this subject, because 
there is a great deal of that spurious charity among 
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us, which would cultivate the friendship of those cmap. r. 
who, in a Christian country, speak against the set ™- 
Church or its creeds. Origen and others were not 
unwilling to be on a footing of intercourse with the 
heathen philosophers of their day, in order, if it 
were possible, to lead them into the truth; but 
deliberate heretics and apostates, those who had 
known the truth, and rejected it, were objects of 
their abhorrence, and were avoided from the truest 
charity to them. For what can be said to those 
who already know all we have to say? and how can 
we show our fear for their souls, nay, and for our 
own stedfastness, except by a strong action ? 
Thus Origen, when a youth, could not be induced 
to attend the prayers of an heretic of Antioch whom 
his patroness had adopted, Bdedurropevoc, from a 
loathing, as he says, of heresy. And St. Austin 
himself tells us, that while he was a Manichee, his 
own mother would not eat at the same table with 
him in her house, from her strong aversion to the 
blasphemies which were the characteristic of his 
sect’. And Scripture fully sanctions this mode of 
acting by the severity with which such unhappy 
men are spoken of, on the diflerent occasions when 
mention is made of them’. 

Further: the foregoing remarks may serve to Right useof 


heathen li- 


show us, with what view the early Church culti- pare 

eae . converting 

vated and employed heathen literature in its mis- to Christ- 
ianity. 


* Euseb. Hist. vi. 2. Bingham, Antiq. xvi. 2, § 11. 
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sionary labours ; viz. not with the notion that the 
cultivation, which literature gives, was any sub- 
stantial improvement of our moral nature, but as 
thus opening the mind, and rendering it capable of 
an appeal; nor, as if the heathen literature itself 
had any direct connexion with the matter of Christi- 
anity, but because it contained in it the scattered 
fragments of those original traditions which might 
be made the means of introducing a student to the 
Christian system, being the ore in which the true 
metal was found. The account above given of the 
conversion of Gregory is a proof of this. 

Lastly, the only danger to which the Alexan- 
drian doctrine is exposed, is that of its confusing 
the Scripture dispensations with that of natural 
religion, as if they were of equal authority ; as if 
the Gospel had not a claim of acceptance on the 
conscience of all who heard it, nor became a 
touchstone of their moral condition; and as if 
the Bible, as the pagan system, were but partially 
true, and had not been attested by the discrimina- 
ting evidence of miracles. This is the heresy of 
the Neologians in this day, as it was of the Eclec- 
tics in primitive times, as will be shown in the 
next section. The foregoing extract from Clement 
shows his entire freedom from so grievous an 
error; but in order to satisfy any suspicion which 
may remain of his using language which may 
have led to a more decided corruption after his 
day, I will quote a passage from the sixth book of 
his Stromata, in which he maintains the supre- 
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macy of revealed religion as the source and test of cua. 1. 
all other religions; the extreme imperfection of s®¢™ 1 


the latter; the derivation of whatever is true in 
these from revelation ; the secret presence of God 
in them, by that Word of Life which is directly 
and bodily revealed in Christianity ; the corrup- 
tion and. yet forced imitation of the truth by the 
evil spirit in such of them, as he wishes to make 
pass current among mankind. ‘‘Should it be 
said that the Greeks discovered philosophy by 
human wisdom, I reply, that I find the Scriptures 
declare all wisdom to be a divine gift: e. g. the 
Psalmist considers wisdom to be the greatest of 
gifts, and offers this petition, ‘1 am thy servant, 
make me wise.’ And does not David ask for 
illumination in its diverse functions, when he says, 
‘let Thy teaching make me humane, instructed, 
and understanding, for I have believed Thy revela- 
tions?’ Here he confesses that the covenants of 
God are of supreme authority, and vouchsafed to 
the choice part of mankind. Again, there isa Psalm 
which says of God, ‘He hath not acted thus with 
any other nation, and His judgments He hath not 
revealed to them;’ where the words, ‘ He hath not 
done thus,’ imply that He hath indeed acted, but 
not thus. By using thus he contrasts their case 
with our superiority; else the Prophet might 
simply have said, ‘He hath not acted with other 
nations,’ without adding thus. The prophetical 
figure, ‘ The Lord is over many waters,’ alludes to 
the same truth ; i. e. a Lord not only of the differ- 
H 
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CHAP.I. ent covenants, but also of the various methods of 
ssct.1m. teaching, of such as lead to righteousness whe- 


ther among the Gentiles or the Jews. David also 
bears his testimony to this truth, when he says 
in the Psalm, ‘ Let the sinners be turned into 
hell, all the nations which forget God ;’ i. e. they 
forget whom they formerly remembered, they put 
aside Him whom they knew before they forgot. 
It seems then there was some dim knowledge of 
God even among the Gentiles... .. They who say 
that philosophy originates with the devil, would 
do well to consider what Scripture says about the 
devil’s being transformed into an angel of light. 
For what will he do then? it is plain he will pro- 
phesy. Now if he prophesies as an angel of light, 
of course he will speak what is true. If he shall 
prophesy angelic and enlightened doctrine, he will 
prophesy what is profitable also; 1. e. at the time 
when he is thus changed in his apparent actions, 
far different as he is at bottom in his real apostacy. 
For how would he deceive, except by craftily lead- 
ing on the inquirer by means of truth, to an inti- 
macy with himself, and so at length stealing him 
away to error?..... therefore philosophy is not 
false, though he who is thief and liar, speaks truth 
from a change in his outward acts..... The phi- 
losophy of the Greeks, limited and particular as it 
is, contains the rudiments of that really perfect 
knowledge which is beyond this world, conversant 
in intellectual objects, and those still more spiri- 
tual, which eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, nor 
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the heart of man conceived, before they were made cnap. 1. 
clear to us by our Great Teacher, who reveals the sect. u. 


holy of holies, and still holier truths in an ascend- 
ing scale, to those who are genuine heirs of the 


t33 


Lord’s adoption’. 


5. What I have said about the method of teach- Platonism. 


ing adopted by the Alexandrian, and more or less 
by the other primitive Churches, amounts to this ; 
that they on principle refrained from telling unbe- 
lievers all they believed themselves, and further, 
that they endeavoured to connect their own creed 
with theirs, whether Jewish or pagan, adopting 
their sentiments, and even language, as far as they 
lawfully could. Some instances of this have been 
given ; more will follow, in the remarks, which | 
shall now make, upon the influence of Platonism 
on their theological language. The reasons, which 
induced the early Fathers to avail themselves 
of the language of Platonism, were various. They 
did so, partly as an argumentum ad hominem; as 
if the Christian were not professing in the doc- 
trine of the Trinity a more mysterious tenet, than 
that which had been propounded by a great hea- 
then authority ; partly to conciliate their philo- 
sophical opponents ; partly to save themselves the 
arduousness of inventing terms, where the Church 
had not yet authoritatively supplied them; and 
partly with the hope, or even belief, that the Pla- 
tonic school had been guided in portions of its 


' Strom. vi. 8. 
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system by a more than human wisdom, of which 
Moses was the unknown but real source. As far 
as these reasons depend upon the rule of the Eco- 
nomy, they have already been considered ; and an 
instance of their operation, given in the exoteric 
conduct of Athanasius himself, whose orthodoxy 
no one questions. But the last reason given, their 
suspicion of the divine origin of the Platonic doc- 
trine, requires some explanation. 

It is unquestionable that, from very early times, 
traditions have been afloat through the world, at- 
taching the notion of a Trinity, in some sense or 
other, to the First Cause. Not to mention the traces 
of this doctrine in the classical and the Indian 
mythologies, we detect it in the Magian hypothesis 
of a supreme and two ‘subordinate antagonist 
deities, in Plutarch’s Trinity of God, matter, and 
the evil spirit, and in certain heresies in the early 
Church, which, to the Divine Being and the Demi- 
urgus, added a third original principle, sometimes 
the evil spirit, and sometimes matter'. Plato has 
adopted the same general notion; and with no 
closer or more definite approach to the true doc- 
trine. On the whole, it seems reasonable to infer, 
that the heathen world possessed traditions too 
ancient to be rejected, and too sacred to be used in 
popular theology. If Plato’s doctrine bears a greater 
apparent resemblance to the revealed truth, than 


* Cudworth, Intell. Syst. i. 4, § 18. 16. Beausobre. Hist. 
de Manich. iv. 6, § 8, &c. 
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that of others, this is owing merely to his reserve in cHap. 1. 


speaking on the subject. His obscurity allows room scr. m. 


for an ingenious fancy to impose a meaning upon 
him. Whether he includes in his Trinity the notion 
of a First Cause, its active energy, and the influence 
resulting from it; or again, the divine substance 
as the source of all spiritual beings from eternity, 
the divine power and wisdom as exerted in time in 
the formation of the material world, and thirdly, 
the innumerable derivative spirits by whom the 
world is immediately governed, is altogether 
doubtful. Nay, even the revivers of his philoso- 
phy, who, in the third and fourth centuries after 
Christ, embellished the doctrine with additions 
from Scripture, discover a like extraordinary vari- 
ation in their mode of expounding it. The Maker 
of the world (Snuovpyoc), considered by Plato some- 
times the first, sometimes the second principle, is 
by Julian placed as the second, by Plotinus as the 
third, and by Proclus as the fourth, i. e. the last of 
three subordinate powers, all dependent on a first, 
or the One Supreme Deity’. In truth, speculations, 
vague and unpractical as these, made no impres- 
sion on the minds of the heathen philosophers, and 
perhaps were never received by them as matters 
of fact, but as allegories and metaphysical notions, 
and accordingly, caused in them no solicitude or 
diligence to maintain consistency in their expres- 
sion of them. 


1 Petav. Theol. Dogm. tom. ii. i. 1, § 5. 
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But very different was the influence of the ancient 
theory of Plato, however originated, when it came 
in contact with believers in the inspired records ; 
who at once discerned in it that mysterious doc- 
trine, brought out as if into bodily shape and 
almost practical persuasiveness, which lay hid 
under the angelic manifestations of the Law and 
the visions of the Prophets. Difficult, as it is, to 
determine the place in the divine word where the 
doctrine of the Logos is first revealed, and how far 
it is intended in each particular passage, it is doubt- 
less seated very deeply in the structure of Scrip- 
ture. Appearing first as if a mere created minister 
of God’s will, He is found to be invested with an 
ever-brightening glory, till at length we are bid 
fall down as before the personal Presence and con- 
substantial Representative of the one God. Pos- 
sessing then in the sacred volume a key, more or 
less exact according to their degree of knowledge, 
for that aboriginal tradition which the heathen 
ignorantly but piously venerated, the ancient be- 
lievers were prompt in appropriating the language 
of philosophers, with a changed meaning, to the 
rightful service of that spiritual kingdom, of which 
a divine personal mediation was the great charac- 
teristic. In the Books of Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus, 
and much more, in the writings of Philo, the Asyoc¢ 
of Plato, which had denoted the divine energy in 
forming the world, (Snzwovpyoc,) or the previous all-- 
perfect incommunicable design of it, (hence called 
povoyevnc,) Was arrayed in the attributes of per- 
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sonality, made the instrument of creation, and the cuap. 1. 
revealed image of the incomprehensible God. svcr. 1. 
Amid such bold and impatient anticipations of _ 
the future, it is not wonderful that the Alexandrian 

Jews outstepped the truth which they hoped to 
forestal ; and, that intruding into things not seen as 

yet with the confidence of prophets rather than of 
disciples of revelation, they eventually obscured 

the doctrine when disclosed, which we may well 
believe they loved in prospect and desired to 
honour.—This remark particularly applies to Philo, 

who, associating it with Platonic notions as well as 

words, developed its lineaments with so rude and 

hasty a hand, as to separate the idea of the Adyoc 

from that of the eternal God; and so perhaps to 
prepare the way for Arianism'. 

Even after this Alexandrino-Judaic doctrine among the 
had been corrected and completed by the inspired ae 
Apostles St. Paul and St. John, it did not lose its 
hold upon the Fathers of the Christian Church, 
who could not but discern in. the old Scriptures, 
even more clearly than their predecessors, those 


1 This may be illustrated by the theological language of the 
Paradise Lost, which is unexceptionable as far as the very words 
go, conformable both to Scripture and the writings of the Fathers, 
but becomes offensive as being dwelt upon as if it were literal, 
not figurative. It is scriptural to say that the Son went forth 
from the Father to create the worlds; but when this is made the 
basis of a scene or pageant, it borders on Arianism. Milton has 
made allegory, or the Economy, real. Vide Infra. ch. ii. § 
4, fin. , 
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cap. 1. rudiments of the perfect truth which God’s former 
sect. 1. revelations concealed; and called others, (as it 


- were,) to gaze upon these both as a prophetical 


witness in confutation of unbelief, and in gratitude 
to Him who had wrought so marvellously with 
His Church. But it followed from the nature of 
the case, that, while they thus traced with watch- 
ful eyes, under the veil of the literal text, the 
first and gathering tokens of that Divine agent 
who in fulness of time became their Redeemer, 
they were led to speak of Him in terms short of 
that full confession of His divine greatness, which 
the Gospel reveals, and which they themselves 
elsewhere unequivocally expressed; especially, as 
living in times before the history of heresy had 
taught them the necessity of caution in their phrase- 
ology. Thus, e. g. from a text in the book of 
Proverbs, (viii, 22.) which they understood to 
refer to Christ, Origen and others speak of Him as 
‘‘created by the Lord [ktpioc exrisev. Septuag.| in 
the beginning, before His works of old; “meaning 
no more than that it was He, the true Light of 
man, who was secretly intended by the Spirit, and 
mystically (though incompletely) described, when 
Solomon spoke of the Divine Wisdom as the in- 
strument of God’s providence and moral govern- 
ance. In like manner, when Justin speaks of the 
Son as the minister of God, it is with direct refer- 
ence to those numerous passages of the Old Testa- 
ment, in which a ministering angelic presence is 
more or less characterized by the titles and attri- 
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butes of Divine perfection’. And, in the use of this cwap. 1, 
emblematical diction they were countenanced, (not secr. m. 
to mention the Apocalypse,) by the almost sacred” 
authority of the Platonizing books of Wisdom and 
Ecclesiasticus ; works so highly revered by the 
Alexandrian Church, as to be put into the hands 

of Catechumens as a preparation for inspired 
Scripture, contrary to the discipline observed in 

the neighbouring Church of Jerusalem ’. 

The following are additional instances of Pla- stances of 
tonic language in the early Fathers ; though the ee in 
reader will scarcely perceive at first sight what is mero 
the fault in them, unless he happens to know the 
defective or perverse sense in which philosophy or 
heresy used them’. E. g. Justin speaks of the 
Word as ‘ fulfilling the Father’s will.” Clement 
calls Him the événua of God; and in another 
place, the Second Principle of all things, the Fa- 
ther Himself being the First. Elsewhere he speaks 
of the Son as an ‘‘all perfect, all holy, all sove- 
reign, all authoritative, supreme, and all searching 
nature, reaching close upon the sole Almighty.” In 
like manner Origen speaks of the Son as being 
‘‘the immediate Creator, and, as it were, Artificer 
of the world ;” and the Father, ‘‘ the Origin of it, 
as having committed to His Son, the creation of the 
world.” <A bolder theology than this of Origen 
and Clement, is adopted by five early writers con- 


1 Justin. Apol. i. 63. Tryph. 56. &c. 
* Bingham Antiq. x. 1. § 7. 
* Petav. Theol. Dogm. tom. ii. i. 3, 4. 
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nected with very various schools of Christian teach- 
ing; none of whom, however, are of especial autho- 


rity in the Church’. They explained the Scrip- 


General 
conclusions 
from the 
above. 


ture doctrine of the generation of the Word to 
mean, His manifestation at the beginning of the 
world as distinct from God: a statement, which, 
by weakening the force of an expression which is 
an evidence of our Lord’s Divine nature, might 
perhaps lend some accidental countenance after 
their day, to the Arian denial of it. 


I have now, perhaps, sufficiently accounted for 
the apparent liberality of the Alexandrian school ; 
which, notwithstanding, was strict and uncompro- 
mising, when its system is fairly viewed as a 
whole, and with reference to its objects, and as 
distinct from that rival and imitative philosophy, 
to be mentioned in the next section, which rose 
from it at the beginning of the third century, and 
with which it is by some writers improperly con- 
founded. That its principles were always accu- 
rately laid, or the conduct of its masters nicely 
adjusted to them, need not be contended; or that 
they opposed themselves with an exact impartiality 
to every form of error which assailed the Church ; 
or that they duly entered into and soundly applied 
the Jewish Scriptures ; or that in conducting the 


* Theophilus of Antioch, (a.p. 168.) Tatian, pupil of Justin 
Martyr, (a.p. 169) Athenagoras of Alexandria, (a.p. 177.) Hip- 
polytus the disciple of Irenzeus and friend of Origen, (a.p. 220.) 
and the author who goes under the name of Novatian (a.p. 250.). 
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Economy they were altogether free from an ambi- cuap.t. 
tious imitation of the Apostles, nobly conceived seer. 1. 
indeed, but little becoming uninspired teachers. 


It may unreluctantly be confessed, wherever it can 
be proved, that their exoteric professions at times 
affected the purity of their esoteric doctrine, 
though this remark scarcely applies to their state- 
ments on the subject of the Trinity ; and that they 
indulged a boldness of inquiry, such as innocence 
prompts, rashness and irreverence corrupt, and 
experience of its mischievous consequences is alone 
able to repress. Still all this, and much more 
than this, were it to be found, weighs as nothing 
against the mass of testimonies produceable from 
extant documents in favour of the severe orthodoxy 
of their creed. Against a multitude of the very 
strongest and most explicit declarations of the 
divinity of Christ, some of which will be cited in 
their proper place, but a very few apparent excep- 
tions to the strictest language of technical theology 
can be gathered from their writings, and these are 
sufficiently explained by the above considerations. 
And further, such is the high religious temper 
which their works exhibit, as to be sufficient of 
itself to convince the Christian inquirer, that 
they would have shrunk from the deliberate blas- 
phemy with which Arius in the succeeding century 
assailed and scoffed at the awful majesty of his 


Redeemer.—Origen, in particular, that man of Origen. 


strong heart, (yaAxévrepoc,) who has paid for the 
unbridled freedom of his speculations on other 
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subjects of theology, by the multitude of grievous 
and unfair charges which burden his name with 
posterity, protests, by the forcible argument of a 
life devoted to God’s service, against his alleged 
connexion with the cold disputatious spirit, and 
the unprincipled domineering ambition, which are 
the historical badges of the heretical party. Nay, 
itis a remarkable fact, that it was he who discerned 
the heresy’ outside the Church on its first rise, and 
actually gave the alarm, sixty years before Arius’s 
day. Here let it suffice to set down in his vindi- 
cation the following facts, which may be left to 
the consideration of the reader ;—first, that his 
habitual hatred of heresy and concern for he- 
retics were such, as to lead him, even when 
left an orphan in a stranger’s house, to with- 
draw from the praying and teaching of one of 
them, celebrated for his eloquence, who was in 
favour with his patroness and other Christians of 
Alexandria ; that all through his long life he was 


1“ The Word,” says Origen, “ being the Image of the Invisible 
God, must Himself be invisible. Nay, I will maintain further, 
that, as being the mage, He is eternal, as the God whose Image 
He is. For when was that God, whom St. John calls the Light, 
destitute of the Radiance of His incommunicable glory, so that 
aman may dare to ascribe a beginning of existence to the Son... 
Let a man, who dares to say that the Son is not from eternity, 
consider well, that this is all one with saying, Divine Wisdom 
had a beginning, or Reason, or Life.” Athan. de decr. Nic. § 27. 
Vid. also his wept a&pxéy, (if Ruffinus may be trusted,) for his 
denouncement of the still more characteristic Arianism of the éé 
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known throughout Christendom as the especial cuap.1. 
opponent of false doctrine, in its various shapes; s®°™- ¥™ 


and that his pupils, Gregory, Athenodorus, and 
Dionysius, were principal actors in the arraignment 
of Paulus, the historical forerunner of Arius ;—next, 
that his speculations, extravagant as they often 
were, related to points not yet determined by the 
Church, and consequently were really, what he fre- 
quently professed them to be, inguiries ;—further, 
that these speculations were for the most part ven- 
tured in matters of inferior importance, certainly 
not upon the sacred doctrines which Arius after- 
wards impugned, and in regard to which even his 
enemy Jerome allows him to be orthodox ;—that the 
opinions which brought him into disrepute in his 
lifetime concerned the creation of the world, the 
nature of the human soul, and the like ;—that his 
opinions, or rather doubts, on these subjects, were 
imprudently made public by his friends ;—that his 
writings were incorrectly transcribed even in his 
lifetime, according to his own testimony ;—that after 
his death Arian interpolations appear to have been 
made in some of his works now lost, upon which 
the subsequent Catholic testimony of his hetero- 
doxy is grounded ;—that, on the other hand, in his 
extant works, the doctrine of the Trinity is clearly 
avowed, and in particular, our Lord’s divinity ener- 
getically and variously enforced ;—and lastly, that 
in matter of fact, the Arian party does not seem to 
have claimed him, or appealed to him in self-de- 
fence, till 30 years after the first rise of the heresy, 
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cuaP. I when the originators of it were already dead, al- 
srct. 1. though they had showed their inclination to shelter 
"themselves behind celebrated names, by the stress 
they laid on their connexion with the martyr Lu- 
cian'. But if so much can be adduced in excul- 


pation of Origen from any grave charge of hetero- 
doxy, what accusation can be successfully main- 
tained against his less suspected fellow-labourers 
in the polemical school? so that, in concluding 
this part of the subject, we may with full satisfac- 
tion adopt the judgment of Jerome: ‘‘ Fieri potest, 
ut vel simpliciter erraverint, vel alio sensu scripse- 
rint, vel a librariis imperitis eorum paullatim 
scripta corrupta sint. Vel certe, antequam in 
Alexandria, quasi demonium meridianum, Arius 
nasceretur, innocenter quedam et minus cauté 
locuti sunt, et que non possint perversorum homi- 


num calumniam declinare ”.”’ 


* Huet. Origen, lib. i. lib. ii. 4. §. 1. Bull. Defens. F. N. ii. 9. 
Waterland’s Works, vol. iii. p. 322. Baltus Defense des Ss. 
Peres, ii. 20. Tillemont Mem. vol. iii. p. 259. Socrat. Hist. 
iv. 26. Athanasius notices the change in the Arian polemics, 
from mere disputation to an appeal to authority, in his de Sent. 
Dionys. §. 1. written about a. p. 354. ovdéy ob7’ evhoyor ovre 
mpoc dxdoetkiy ék Tijg Selac yoadije pyrov éxovone rij¢ aipécewe 
atr@y, del pev mpoddcerc dvacxbvroue éxopilovro kat codiopara 
mibava’ viv o€ kal dtafdcdXELv TovE TaTEpac TeTohpHKact. 
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Tue words of St. Jerome, with which the last cHap.1. 
section closed, may perhaps suggest the suspicion, ‘*°"-!¥- 


that the Alexandrians, though orthodox them- supposea _ 
selves, yet incautiously prepared the way for of Platon- 
Arianism by the countenance they gave to the penne 
use of the Platonic theological language. But, 
before speculating on the medium of connexion be- 

tween Platonism and Arianism, it would be well 

to ascertain the existence of the connexion itself, 

which is very doubtful, whether we look for it in 
history, or in the respective characters of the parties 
professing the two doctrines ; though it is certain 

that Platonism, and Origenism also, became the 

excuse and refuge of the heresy when it was con- 
demned by the Church. I proceed to give an ac- 

count of the rise and genius of Eclecticism, with the 

view of throwing light upon this question, 1. e. of 
showing the relation of the philosophy both to the 
Alexandrian Church and to Arianism. 

The Eclectic philosophy is so called from its pro- The Eclec- 
fessing to select the better parts of the systems cpt. 
invented before it, and to digest these into one con- 
sistent doctrine. It is doubtful when the principle 
of it originated, but it is probably to be ascribed to 
the Alexandrian Jews. Certain it is, that the true 


faith never could come into contact with the hea- 
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then philosophies, without exercising its right to 
arbitrate between them, to protest against their 
vicious or erroneous dogmas, and to extend its 
countenance to whatever bore an exalted or a prac- 
tical character. A cultivated taste would be likely 
to produce among the heathen the same critical 
spirit which was created by real religious know- 
ledge ; and accordingly we find in the philosophers 
of the Augustan and the succeeding age, an ap- 
proximation to an eclectic or syncretistic system, 
similar to that which is found in the writings of 
Philo. Some authors have even supposed, that 
Potamo, the original projector of the school based 
on this principle, flourished in the reign of Augus- 
tus; but this notion is untenable, and we must 
refer him to the age of Severus, at the end of the 
second century’. In the mean time, the Christians 
had continued to make use of the discriminative 
view of heathen philosophy which the Philonists had 
opened ; and, as we have already seen, Clement, 
yet without allusion to particular sect or theory, 
which did not exist till after his day, declares him- 
self the patron of the Eclectic principle. Thus we 
are introduced to the history of the school which 
embodied it. 

Ammonius, the contemporary of Potamo, and 
virtually the founder of the Eclectic sect, was born 
of Christian parents, and educated as a Christian 
in the catechetical institutions of Alexandria, under 


’ Brucker. Hist. Phil. per. ii. part i. 2. §. 4. 
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the superintendence of Clement or Pantenus. CHAP. I. 
After a time, he renounced, at least secretly, his °° 


belief in Christianity ; and opening a school of 
morals and theology, on the stock of principles, 
esoteric and exoteric, which he had learned in the 
Church, he became the founder of a system really 
his own, but which by a dexterous artifice he attri- 
buted to Plato. The philosophy thus introduced 
into the world, was at once patronised by the im- 
perial court, both at Rome and in the East, and 
spread itself in the course of years throughout the 
empire, with bitter hostility and serious detriment 
to the interests of true religion ; till at length, ob- 
taining in the person of Julian a second apostate 
for its master, it became the authorised interpreta- 
tion and apology for the state polytheism. It is a 
controverted point, whether or not Ammonius actu- 
ally separated from the Church. His disciples 
affirm it; Eusebius, though not without some im- 
material confusion of statement, denies it’. On 
the whole, it is probable that he began his teach- 
ing as a Christian, and but gradually disclosed the 
systematic infidelity on which it was grounded. 
We are told expressly, that he bound his disciples 
to secrecy, which was not broken, till they in turn 
became lecturers in Rome, and were led one by 
one to divulge the real doctrines of their master? ; 
nor can we otherwise account for the fact of Origen 
having attended him for a time, since he who re- 


' Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vi. 19. 2 Brucker, ibid. 
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fused to hear Paulus of Antioch, when dependent 
on the patroness of that heretic, would scarcely 
have extended a voluntary countenance to a pro- 
fessed deserter from the Christian faith and name. 

This conclusion is confirmed by a consideration 
of the nature of the error substituted by Ammonius 
for the orthodox belief; which was in substance 
what in these times would be called Neologism, a 
heresy which, even more than others, has shown 
itself desirous and able to conceal itself under the 
garb of sound religion, and to keep the form, while 
it destroys the spirit, of Christianity. So close, 
indeed, was the outward resemblance between 
Eclecticism and the divine system of which it was 
the deadly enemy, that St. Austin remarks, in 
more than one passage, that the difference between 
the two professions lay but in the varied acceptation 
of a few words and propositions’. This peculiar 
character of the Eclectic philosophy must be care- 
fully noticed, for it exculpates the Catholic fathers 
from being really implicated in proceedings, of 
which at first they did not discern the drift; while 
it explains that apparent connexion which, at the 
distance of centuries, exists between them and the 
real originator of it. 

The essential mark of Neologism is the denial of 
the exclusive Divine mission, and peculiar inspira- 
tion of the Scripture prophets ; accompanied the 
while with a profession of general respect for them 


* Mosheim diss. de turb. per recent. Plat. Eccl. §. 12. 
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as benefactors of mankind, really instruments in 
God’s hand, and in some sense the organs of His 
revelations ; nay, in a fuller measure such, than 
other religious and moral teachers. In its most 
specious form, it admits whatever is good and true 
in the various religions in the world, to have actu- 
ally come from God ; in its most degraded, it ac- 
counts them all equally to be the result of mere 
human benevolence and skill. In all its shapes, 
it differs from the orthodox belief, primarily, in 
denying the miracles of Scripture to have taken 
place, in the peculiar way therein represented, as 
distinctive marks of God’s presence accrediting the 
teaching of those who wrought them; next, as a 
consequence, in denying this teaching, as preserved 
in Scripture, to be in such sense the sole record of 
religious truth, that all who hear it are bound to 
profess themselves disciples of it. Its apparent 
connexion with Christianity lies, (as St. Austin re- 
marks, ) in the ambiguous use of certain terms, such 
as divine, revelation, inspiration, and the like; which 
may with equal ease be made to refer to ordinary 
and merely providential, or to miraculous appoint- 
ments, in the counsels of Almighty Wisdom. And 
these words would be even more ambiguous than 
at the present day, in an age, when Christians 
were ready to grant, that the heathen were in some 
sense under a supernatural dispensation, as was 
explained in the last section. 

The rationalism of the Eclectics, though equally 
opposed with the modern to the doctrine of the 

12 
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peculiar divinity of the Scripture revelations, was 
circumstantially different from it. The Neologists 
of the present day deny that the miracles took place 
in the manner related in the sacred record ; the 
Eclectics denied their cogency as an evidence of 
the extraordinary presence of God. Instead of 
viewing them as events of very rare occurrence, and 
permitted for important objects in the course of 
God’s providence, they considered them to be com- 
mon to every age and country, beyond the know- 
ledge rather than the power of ordinary men, at- 
tainable by submitting to the discipline of certain 
mysterious rules, and the immediate work of beings 
far inferior to the supreme Governor of the world. 
It followed, that a display of miraculous agency 
having no connexion with the truth of the religious 
system which it accompanied, at least not more 
than any gift merely human, such as learning or 
talent, the inquirer was at once, thrown upon the 
examination of the doctrines of Christianity, for the 
evidence of its divinity ; and there being no place 
left for a claim on his allegiance to it as a whole, 
and for what is strictly termed faith, he admitted 
or rejected, as he chose, compared and mixed it 
with whatever was valuable elsewhere, and was at 
liberty to propose to himself that philosopher for a 
presiding authority, whom the Christians but con- 
descended to praise for his approximation towards 
some of those truths which revelation had unfolded. 
The chapel of Alexander Severus was a fit emblem 
of that system, which placed on a level Abraham, 
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Orpheus, Pythagoras, and the Sacred Name by cwar.t. 
which Christians are called. The zeal, the bro- seer. ¥. 


therly love, the beneficence, and the wise discipline 
of the Church, are applauded and held up for imi- 
tation in the letters of the Emperor Julian ; who at 
another time calls the Almighty Guardian of the 
Israelites a ‘‘ great God'!;” while in common with 
his sect he professed to restore the Christian doc- 
trine of the Trinity to its ancient and pure Platonic 
basis. It followed as a natural consequence, that 
the claims of religion being no longer combined, 
defined, and embodied in a personal Mediator be- 
tween God and man, its various precepts were dis- 
sipated back again and confused in the mass of 
human knowledge, as before Christ came ; and in 
its stead a mere intellectual literature arose in the 
Eclectic school, and usurped the theological chair 
as an interpreter of sacred duties, and the instructor 
of the inquirmg mind. ‘In the religion which he 
(Julian) had adopted,” says Gibbon, ‘‘ piety and 
learning were almost synonymous; and a crowd of 
poets, of rhetoricians, and of philosophers, hastened 
to the Imperial Court, to occupy the vacant places 
of the bishops, who had seduced the credulity of 
Constantius’.” | Who does not recognise in this 
old philosophy the chief features of that recent 
school of liberalism and false illumination, political 
and moral, which is now Satan’s instrument in de- 
luding the nations? but which is worse and more 


1 Gibbon, Hist. ch. xxiii. ? Thid. 
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cuap. 1. earthly than it, inasmuch as his former artifice, 
sect. 1v. affecting a religious ceremonial, could not but leave 
so much of substantial truth mixed in the system, 
as to impress its disciples with somewhat of a lofty 
and serious character, utterly foreign to the cold 
scofhing spirit of modern rationalism. 
ape eos The freedom of the Alexandrian masters from 
sa the Eclectic error was shown above, when I was 
Alexandri- explaining the principles of their teaching; a passage 
mms of Clement being cited, which clearly distinguished 
between the ordinary and the miraculous appoint- 
ments of Providence. An examination of the dates 
of the history will show that they could not do more 
than bear this indirect testimony against it by an- 
ticipation. Clement himself was prior to the rise 
of Eclecticism ; Origen prior to its public establish- 
ment as a sect. Ammonius opened his school at 
the end of the second century, and continued to 
preside in it at least till a. p. 242’; during which 
period, and probably for some years after his death, 
the real character of his doctrmes was carefully 
hidden from the world. He committed nothing to 
writing, whether of his exoteric or esoteric philo- 
sophy ; and when Origen, who was scarcely his 
junior, attended him, about a. p. 200, probably 
had not yet decidedly settled the form of his sys- 
tem. Plotinus, the first promulgator and chief 
luminary of Eclecticism, began his public lectures 
A. D. 244; and for some time held himself bound 


1 Fabric. Biblioth. Greec. Harles. iv. 29. 
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by the promise of secrecy made to his master. cHar. 1. 
Moreover, he selected Rome as the seat of his la- seer. tv. 


bours, and there is even proof that Origen and he 


never met. In Alexandria, on the contrary, the 
infant philosophy languished ; no teacher of note 
succeeded to Ammonius; and even had it been 
otherwise, Origen had left the city for ever ten 
years previous to that philosopher’s death. It is 
clear, then, that he had no means of detecting the 
secret infidelity of the Eclectics; and the proof 
of this is still stronger, if, as Brucker calculates’, 
Plotinus did not divulge his master’s secret till 
A. D. 255, since Origen died a. p. 253. Yet, even 
in this ignorance of the views of the Eclectics, we 
find the latter in his letter to Gregory expressing 
dissatisfaction at the actual effects which had re- 
sulted to the Church from that literature in 
whieh he himself was so eminently accomplished. 
‘« For my part,” he says to Gregory, ‘‘ taught by 
experience, I will own to you, that rare is the 
man, who, having accepted the precious things of 
Egypt, leaves the country, and uses them in deco- 
rating the worship of God. Most men, who de- 
scend thither, are brothers of Hadad (Jeroboam), 
inventing heretical theories with heathen dexterity, 
and establishing, (so to say,) calves of gold in Beth- 
el, the house of God*.” So much concerning 
Origen’s ignorance of the Eclectic philosophy. As 


1 Brucker, ibid. 
* Orig. Ep. ad Gregor. §. 2. 
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to his pupils, Gregory and Dionysius, the latter, 
who was Bishop of Alexandria, died a. p. 264 ; 
Gregory, on the other hand, pronounced his pane- 
gyrical oration upon Origen, in which his own at- 
tachment to heathen literature is avowed, as early 
as A. D. 239; and besides, he had no connexion 
whatever with Alexandria, but met with Origen at 
Cesarea'. Moreover, just at this time there were 
heresies actually spreading in the Church of an 
opposite theological character, such as Paulianism ; 
which withdrew their attention from the prospect 
or actual rise of a Platonic pseudo-theology; as 
will hereafter be shown. 

Such were the origin and principles of the Eclec- 
tic sect. It was an excrescence of the school of 
Alexandria, but not attributable to it in any other 
way, than other heresies might be ascribed to the 
Churches which give them birth, indeed, but cast 
them out and condemn them when they become 
manifest. It went out from the Christians, but it was 
not of them :—whether it resembled the Arians, 
on the other hand, and what use its tenets were to 
them, are the next points to consider. 

The Arian school has already been attributed to 
Antioch as its birth-place, and its character deter- 
mined to be what we may call Aristotelico-Judaic. 
Now, at very first sight, there are striking points of 
difference between it and the Eclectics. On its 
Aristotelic side, its disputatious temper was alto- 


? Tillemont, vol. iv. Chronolog. 
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gether uncongenial to the new Platonists. These cmap. 1. 
were commonly distinguished by their melancholy SECT. IV. 


temperament, which disposed them to mysticism, 
and often urged them to eccentricities bordering 
on insanity’, Far from cultivating the talents 
requisite for success in life, they placed the sub- 
limer virtues in an abstraction from sense, and an 
indifference to ordinary duties. They believed 
that an intercourse with the intelligences of the 
spiritual world could only be effected by divesting 
themselves of their humanity ; and that the acqui- 
sition of miraculous gifts would compensate for 
their neglect of rules necessary for the well-being 
of common mortals. In pursuit of this hidden ta- 
lent, Plotinus meditated a journey into India, after 
the pattern of Apollonius; while bodily privations 
and magical rites were methods prescribed in their 
philosophy for rising in the scale of being. As 
might be expected from the professors of such a 
creed, the science of argumentation was disdained 
as useless in the case of those who were walking 
by an internal vision of the truth, not by the cal- 
culations of a tedious and progressive reason ; and 
was only employed in condescending regard for 
such as were unable to rise to their own level. 
When Iamblichus was foiled in argument by a dia- 
lectitian, he observed that the syllogisms of his sect 
were not weapons which could be set before the 
many, being the energy of those inward virtues 


1 Brucker, supra. 
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which are the peculiar ornament of the philosopher. 
Notions such as these, which have their measure of 
truth, if we substitute for the unreal and almost 
passive illumination of the mystics, that instinctive 
moral perception which the practice of virtue en- 
sures, found no sympathy in the shrewd secular 
policy and the intriguing spirit of the Arians ; nor 
again, in their sharp-witted unimaginative clever- 
ness, their precise and technical disputations, their 
verbal distinctions, and their eager appeals to the 
judgment of the populace, which is ever destitute 
of refinement and delicacy, and has just enough 
acuteness of apprehension to be susceptible of so- 
phistical reasonings. 

On the other hand, viewing the school of An- 
tioch on its Judaical side, we are met by a different 
but not less remarkable contrast to the Eclectics. 
These philosophers had followed the Alexandrians 
in adopting the allegorical rule; both from its 
evident suitableness to their mystical turn of mind, 
and as a means of obliterating the scandals, and 
reconciling the inconsistencies of the heathen my- 
thology. Judaism, on the contrary, being carnal 
in its views, was essentially literal in its interpreta- 
tions; and, in consequence, as hostile from its 
grossness, as the Sophists from their dryness, to 
the fanciful fastidiousness of the Eclectics. It had 
rejected the Messiah, because He did not fulfil its 
hopes of a temporal conqueror and king. It had 
clung to its obsolete ritual, as not discerning in it 
the anticipation of better promises and commands; 
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then fulfilled in the Gospel. In the Christian 
Church, it was perpetuating the obstinacy of its 
unbelief in a disparagement of Christ’s spiritual 
authority, a reliance on the externals of religious 
worship, and an indulgence in worldly and sensual 
pleasures. Moreover, it had adopted in its most 
odious form the doctrine of the Chiliasts or Millena- 
rians, respecting the reign of the saints upon earth; 
Origen, and afterwards his pupil Dionysius, op- 
posing it on the basis of an allegorical interpreta- 
tion of Scripture’. And in this controversy, Ju- 
daism was still in connexion, more or less, with 
the School of Antioch: which is celebrated in 
those times, in contrast to the Alexandrian, for its 
adherence to the theory of the literal sense ’. 

It may be added, as drawing an additional dis- 
tinction between the Arians and the Eclectics, that 
while the latter maintained the doctrine of Ema- 
nations, and of the eternity of matter, the hypo- 
thesis of the former required or implied the rejec- 
tion of both tenets ; so that the philosophy did not 
even furnish the argumentative foundation of the 
heresy, to which its theology outwardly bore a par- 
tial resemblance. 

But in seasons of difficulty men look about on 
all sides for support; and Eclecticism, which had 
no attractions for the Sophists of Antioch while 
their speculations were unknown to the world at 
large, became a seasonable refuge, (as we learn 


1 Mosh. de rebus ante Const. sec. iii. c. 38. 
. * Conybeare Bamp. Lect. iv. Preefat.in Orig. Benedict. vol. 11. 
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from various authors',) in the hands of ingenious 
disputants, when pressed by the numbers and au- 
thority of the defenders of orthodoxy. First, there 
was an agreement between the Schools of Ammo- 
nius and of Paulus, in the cardinal point of an inve- 
terate opposition to the Catholic doctrine of our 
Lord’s Divinity. The Judaizers admitted at most 
only His miraculous conception. The Eclectics, 
honouring Him as a teacher of wisdom, still, far 
from considering Him more than man, were active 
in preparing specimens from the heathen sages of 
equal holiness and power. Next, the two parties 
agreed in rejecting from their theology all mystery, 
in the ecclesiastical notion of the word. The 
Trinitarian hypothesis of the Eclectics, was not 
perplexed by any part of that difficulty of state- 
ment, which, in the true doctrine, results from the 
very incomprehensibility of the subject of it. They 
declared their belief in a sublime tenet, which 
Plato had first propounded and the Christians cor- 
rupted ; but their three Divine Principles, (aeycat 
vrooraceic,) Were in no sense one, and, while essen- 
tially distinct from each other, there was a succes- 
sive subordination of nature in the second and the 
third’. In such speculations the judaizing Sophist 
found the very desideratum which he in vain de- 
manded of the Church; a scripturally-worded 
creed, without its accompanying difficulty of con- 


* Vid. Brucker, Hist. Phil. per ii. part. ii. i. 2.§ 8. Baltus 
Défense des Péres ii. 19. 
? Cudworth, Intell. Syst. i. 4. § 36. 
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ception. Accordingly, he might appeal to the cuap. 1 
doctrine thus put into his hands by way of contrast s®¢t- 1. 


as fulfilling his just demands ; nay, in proportion 
as he out-argued and unsettled the faith of his 
Catholic opponent, so did he open a way, as a 
matter of necessity and without formal effort, for 
the perverted creed of that philosophy which had 
so mischievously anticipated the labours, and 
usurped the office of an ecclesiastical Synod. But, 
further, it must be observed, that, when the Sophist 
had mastered the Eclectic theology, he had in fact 
a most powerful weapon to mislead or to embarrass 
his Catholic antagonist. The doctrine, which 
Ammonius professed to discover in the Church and 
to reclaim from the Christians, was employed by 
the Arian as the testimony of the early Fathers to 
the truth of the heretical view which he was main- 
taining. What was but incaution, or rather un- 
avoidable liberty, in the Ante-Nicene theology, 
was made the ground of his defence. Clement 
and Origen, already interpreted by a malignant 
rule, were witnesses provided by the Eclectics by 
anticipation against orthodoxy. This express ap- 
peal to the Alexandrian writers, seems, in matter 
of fact, to have been reserved for a late period of 
the controversy ; but from the first an advantage 
would accrue to the Arians by their agreement, 
(as far as it went,) with received language in the 
early Church. Perplexity and doubt were thus 
necessarily introduced into the minds of those 
who only heard the rumour of the discussion, and 
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CHAP. L even of many who witnessed it, and who, but for 

secr.iv. this apparent primitive sanction, would have shrunk 

~~ from the bold irreverent inquiries and the idle sub- 
tilties, which are the tokens of the genuine Arian 
temper. Nor was the allegorical principle of 
Eclecticism incompatible with the instruments of 
the Sophist. This also in the hands of a dexterous 
disputant, particularly in attack, would become 
more serviceable to the heretical, than to the ortho- 
dox cause. For, inasmuch as the Arians professed 
to be asking for reasons for their faith, evidence 
resting on allegorisms did not silence a pertina- 
cious objector, but at the same time, it suggested 
to him the means of evading those more argumen- 
tative proofs of the Catholic doctrine, which are 
built upon the explicit and literal testimonies of 
Scripture. It was notoriously the artifice of Arius, 
which has been since more boldly adopted by 
modern heretics, to explain away its clearest de- 
clarations by a forced figurative exposition. Here 
that peculiar subtilty in the use of language, in 
which his school excelled, supported and extended 
the application of the allegorical rule, recom- 
mended, as it was, to the unguarded believer, and 
thrust upon the more wary, by its previous recep- 
tion among the most illustrious ornaments, and 
truest champions of the Apostolic faith. 

ae in There is no sufficient evidence in history that 
the Arians made this use of Neo-Platonism’ till 


1 There seems to have been a much earlier coalition between 
the Platonic and Ebionitish doctrines, if the works attributed to 
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some time after their existence as a party. I be- cwap.1. 
lieve they did not; and from the facts of the his- skersiv. 


tory, conclude Eusebius of Cesarea to be the first to 
point it out to them: but some persons may attach 
importance to the circumstance, that Syria was a 
chief seat of the philosophy from its very first 
appearance. The virtuous and amiable Alexander 
Severus openly professed its creed in his Syrian 
court, and in consequence of this profession, ex- 


tended his favour to the Jewish nation. Zenobia,: 


a Jewess in religion, succeeded Alexander in her 
taste for heathen literature, and attachment to the 
syncretistic philosophy. Her instructor in the 
Greek language, the celebrated Longinus, had 
been the pupil of Ammonius, and was. the early 
master of Porphyry, the most bitter opponent of 
Christianity that issued from the Eclectic school. 
Afterwards, Amelius, the friend and successor of 
Plotinus, transferred the seat of the philosophy 
from Rome to Laodicea in Syria; which became 
remarkable for the number and fame of its Eclec- 


the Roman Clement may be taken in evidence of it. Mosheim 
(de turb. Eccl. § 34.) says both the Recognitions and Clemen- 
tines are infected with the latter, and the Clementines with the 
former doctrine. These works were written between a.p. 180 
and a.p. 250: are they to be referred to the school of Theodotus 
and Artemon, which was humanitarian and Roman, expressly 
claimed the Bishops of Rome as countenancing its errors, and 
falsified the Scriptures at least? Plotinus came to Rome A. p. 
244, and Philostratus commenced his life of Apollonius there as 
early as A.D. 217. This would account for the Platonism of the 
later of the two compositions, and its absence from the former. 
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cuap.1. tics’. In the next century, Iamblicus and Li- 
sect-1v. banius, the friend of Julian, both belonged to the 
Syrian branch of the sect. It is remarkable that, 
in the mean time, its Alexandrian branch declined 
in reputation on the death of Ammonius ; probably 
in consequence of the hostility it met with from 
the Church which had the misfortune to give it 


birth. 
SECTION V. 
SABELLIANISM. 
sror.v. One subject more must be discussed in illus- 


Sete et tration of the conduct of the Alexandrian school, 
ee Ari-and the circumstances under which the Arian 
heresy rose and extended itself. The Sabellianism 
which preceded it, has often been considered the 
occasion of it ;—viz. by a natural re-action from one 
error into its opposite; to make an undue difference 
between the Father and the Son with the Arians, 
being the contrary heresy to that of making no 
difference at all with the Sabellians. Here, how- 
ever, Sabellianism shall be considered neither as 
the proximate nor the remote cause, or even occa- 
sion, of Arianism; but first, as drawing off the 
attention of the Church from the prospective evil 
of the philosophical spirit; next, as suggesting 


* Mosheim, diss. de turb. Eccl. § 11. 


SABELLIANISM. 129 


such reasonings, and naturalizing such expressions CHAP. |- 
and positions in the doctrinal statements of the *°™’ 
orthodox, as seemed to countenance the opposite 
error ; lastly, as providing an excuse for Arianism 

when it arose: i. e. it is here altogether regarded 

as facilitating rather than originating the dis- 
turbances occasioned by that heresy. 

The history of the heresy, afterwards called Sa- petal 

bellian, is obscure. Its peculiar tenet is the denial lianism. 
of the distinction of Persons in the Divine Nature ; 
or the doctrine of the povapyia, as it is called by a 
like assumption of exclusive correctness, which has 
led to the term ‘‘ Unitarianism” at the present day '. 
It was first maintained as a characteristic of party by 
a school established, (as it appears, ) in Proconsular 
Asia, towards the end of the second century. This 
school, of which Noetus was the most noted master, 
is supposed to be an offshoot of the Gnostics ; and 
doubtless it is historically connected with branches 
of that numerous family. Irenzus is said to have 
written against it; which either proves its an- 
tiquity, or seems to imply its origination in those 
previous Gnostic systems, against which his extant 
work is entirely directed’. It may be added, that 
Simon Magus, the founder of the Gnostics, cer- 
tainly held a doctrine resembling that advocated 
by the Sabellians. 

At the end of the second century, Praxeas, a_ Praxeas. 
presbyter of Ephesus, passed from the early school 

‘ Burton, Bampt. Lect. Note 103. 


2? Dodwell in Iren. diss. vi. 26. 
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already mentioned to Rome. Meeting there with 
that determined resistance which honourably dis- 
tinguishes the primitive Roman Church in its 
dealings with heresy, he retired into Africa, where, 
founding no sect, his memory was soon forgotten. 
However, the doubts and speculations which he 
had published, concerning the great doctrine in 
dispute, remained alive there, though latent’; till 
they burst into a flame about the middle of the 
third century, at the eventful era when the rudi- 
ments of Arianism were laid by the sophistical 
school at Antioch. 

The author of this new disturbance was Sabel- 
lius, from whom the heresy has since taken its 
name. He was a bishop or presbyter in Penta- 
polis, a district of Cyrenaica, included within the 
territory, afterwards called, and then virtually 
forming, the Alexandrian Patriarchate. Other 
bishops in his neighbourhood adopting his senti- 
ments, his doctrine became so popular among a 
clergy, already prepared for it, or hitherto un- 
practised in the necessity of a close adherence to 
the authorized formularies of faith, that in a short 
time, (to use the words of Athanasius,) ‘‘ the Son of 
God was scarcely preached in the Churches.” Dio- 
nysius of Alexandria, as primate, gave his judgment 
in writing; but being misunderstood by some 
orthodox, but over-zealous brethren, was in turn 
accused by them, before the Roman see, of ad- 


1 Vid. Tertull. in Prax. 3. 


SABELLIANISM. 131 


vocating the opposite error, afterwards the Arian ; cuap.r. 
and in consequence, instead of checking the heresy, secr- v. 


found himself involved in a controversy in defence 
of his own opinions'. Nothing more is known 
concerning the Sabellians for above a hundred 
years; when it is inferred from the Council of 
Constantinople (a. p. 381,) rejecting their bap- 
tism, that they formed at that time a communion 
distinct from the Catholic Church. 

Another school of heresy, also denominated secona 
Sabellian, is obscurely discernible even earlier sabelian- 
than the Ephesian, among the Montanists of” 
Phrygia. The well-known doctrine of these fa- 
natics, when adopted by minds less heated than 
its original propagators, evidently tended to a 
denial of the Personality of the Holy Spirit. Mon- 
tanus himself probably was never capable of soberly 
reflecting on the meaning of his own words; but 
even in his lifetime, Aischines, one of his disciples, 
saw their real drift, and openly maintained the 
unreserved monarchia of the Divine Nature’. 
Hence it is usual for ancient writers to class the 
Sabellians and Montanists together, as if coinciding 
in their doctrinal views*. The success of Aischines 
in extending his heresy in Asia Minor, was con- 
siderable, if we may judge from the condition of 
that country at a later period.—Gregory, the pupil 


1 Vid. Athan. de Sent. Dionys. 
? Tillemont, Mem. vol. ii. p. 204. 
3 Vales. ad Socr. i. 23, Soz. ii. 18. 
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cnap. 1. of Origen, whose bishopric was in the neighbour- 
sect. v. hood, appears to have made a successful stand 


against it. Certainly his writings were employed 
in the controversy after his death, and that with 
such effect, as completely to banish it from Pontus, 
though an attempt was made to revive itin the time 
of Basil, (a. p. 375'.)—In the patriarchate of 
Antioch we first hear of it, at the beginning of the 
third century, Origen reclaiming from it Beryllus, 
Bishop of Bostra, in Arabia. In the next genera- 
tion the martyr Lucian is said to have been a vigo- 
rous opponent of it; and he was at length betrayed 
to his heathen persecutors by a Sabellian presbyter 
of the Church of Antioch. At a considerably later 
date (a. p. 375,) we hear of it in Mesopotamia’. 

At first sight it may seem an assumption to refer 
these various exhibitions of heterodoxy in Asia 
Minor, and the East, to some one school or system, 
merely on the ground of their distinguishing tenet 
being substantially the same. And certainly, in 
treating an obscure subject, on which the opinions 
of learned men differ, it must be owned that con- 
jecture is the utmost that I am able to offer. The 
following statement will at once supply the grounds 
on which the above arrangement has been made, 
and explain the real nature of the doctrine itself in 
which the heresy consisted. 


sb fom Let it be considered then, whether there were 
of the 


* Basil. Epist. cex. § 3. 
* Epiphan. heer. Ixii. 1. 
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not two kinds of Sabellianism ; the one taught by cnap. 1. 
Praxeas, the other somewhat resembling, though *®cr- v. 
less material than, the Gnostic theology :—the foe 
latter being a modification of the former, arising tre 
from the pressure of the controversy: e. g. parallel 

to the change which is said to have taken place in 

the doctrine of the Ebionites, and in that of the 
followers of Paulus of Samosata. Those who de- 

nied the distinction of Persons in the Divine Nature, 

were met by the ready inquiry, in what sense they 
believed God to be united to the human nature of 
Christ. The more orthodox, but the more assail- 

able answer to this question, was to confess that 

God was literally one with Christ, and therefore, 

(on their Monarchistic principle,) in no sense dis- 

tinct from Him. This was the more orthodox 
answer, as preserving inviolate what is theologically 

called the doctrine of the hypostatic union,—the 


only safeguard against a gradual declension into 
the Ebionite, or modern Socinian heresy. But at 
the same time it was repugnant to the plainest sug- 
gestions of scripturally-enlightened reason, which 
leads us to argue that, according to the obvious 
meaning of the inspired text, there is some real 
sense in which the Father is not the Son; that the 
Sender and the Sent cannot be in all respects the 
same; nor can the Son be said to make Himself 
inferior to the Father, and condescend to become 
man; to come from God, and then again to re- 
turn to Him; if, after all, there is no distinction 
beyond that of words, between those Blessed and 
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cnar. 1. Adorable Agents in the scheme of redemption. 
sect. v. Besides, without venturing to intrude into things 


Patripas- 
sians. 


not as yet seen, it appeared evident to the primi- 
tive Church, that, in matter of fact, the Son of 
God, though equal in dignity of nature to the 
Father, yet was described as undertaking such 
offices of ministration and subjection, as are never 
ascribed, and therefore may not without blas- 
phemy be ascribed, to the Self-existent Father. 
Accordingly, the name of Patripassian was affixed 
to Praxeas, Noetus, and their followers, in me- 
morial of the unscriptural tenet which was imme- 
diately involved in their denial of the distinction of 
Persons in the Godhead. 

Such doubtless was the doctrine of Sabellius, if 
regard be paid to the express declarations of the 
Fathers. The discriminating Athanasius plainly 
affirms it, in his defence of Dionysius'. The Semi- 
Arian creed called the Macrostyche, published at 
Antioch, gives a like testimony’; distinguishing, 
moreover, between the Sabellian doctrine, and the 
doctrines of the Paulianists and Photinians, to 
which some modern critics have compared it. 
Cyprian and Austin, living in Africa, bear express 
witness to the existence of the Patripassian sect ’®. 
On the other hand, it cannot be denied, that au- 
thorities exist favourable to a view of the doctrine, 
different from the above, which certain theological 


1 De sent. Dionys. § 5. 9, &c. ? Athan. de Synod. § 26. 
° Cyprian. Epist. xxiii. Tillemont, Mem. iv. 100. 
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writers have advocated’; and these accordingly cuap. 1. 
may lead us, without interfering with the account *®°"- v- 
of it already given, to describe a modification of 
it which commonly succeeded its primitive form. 

The following apparently inconsistent testimo- Second 


form of the 


nies, suggest both the history and the doctrine of pores 
the second form of Sabellianism. While the Mon- Emanatists. 
tanists and Sabellians are classed together by some 
authors, there is separate evidence of the connex- 
ion of each of these with the Gnostics. Again, 
Ambrosius, the convert and friend of Origen was 
originally a Valentinian, or Marcionite, or Sabel- 
lian, according to different writers. Further, the 
doctrine of Sabellius is compared to that of Valen- 
tinus by Alexander of Alexandria, and (apparently) 
by a Roman council (a.p. 324) ; and by St. Austin 
it is referred indifferently to Praxeas, or to Hermo- 
genes, a Gnostic. On the other hand, one Leucius 
is described as a Gnostic and Montanist’. It 
would appear then, that it is so repugnant to the 
plain word of Scripture, and to the most elemen- 
tary notions of doctrine thence derived, to suppose 
that Almighty God is in every sense one with the 
human nature of Christ, that a disputant, especi- 
ally an innovator, cannot long maintain such a 
position. It removes the mystery of the Trinity, 


* Beausobre Hist. de Manich. iii. 6. § 7. Mosheim. de reb. 
ant. Const. sec. ii. § 68. sec. iii. § 32. Lardner Cred. part ii. 
ch. 41. 

* Vid. Tillemont. vol. ii. p. 204. iv. p. 100. &c. Waterland’s 
Works, vol. i. p. 236, 237. 
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cuar.1. only by leaving the doctrine of the Incarnation in 
scot.v. a form still more strange, than that which it 


~ unavoidably presents to the imagination. Pressed, 


accordingly, by the authority of Scripture, the Sa- 
bellian, instead of speaking of the literal inhabita- 
tion of God in Christ, would probably begin to 
obscure his meaning in the decorum of a mystical 
or figurative language. He would speak of the pre- 
sence rather than the existence of God in His chosen 
servant ; and this presence, if allowed to declaim, 
he would represent as a certain power or emana- 
tion from the Centre of light and truth ; if forced 
by his opponent into a definite statement, he would 
own to be but an inspiration, the same in kind, 
though superior in degree, to that which enlight- 
ened and guided the prophets. This is that second 
form of the Sabellian tenet, which some learned 
moderns have illustrated, though they must be 
considered to err in pronouncing it the only true 
one. That it should have resulted from the diffi- 
culties of the Patripassian creed, is natural and 
almost necessary ; and viewed merely as a conjec- 
ture, the above account of its rise, reconciles the 
discordant testimonies of ecclesiastical history. 
But we have almost certain evidence of the matter 
of fact in Tertullian’s tract against Praxeas,’ where 
the latter is apparently represented as holding suc- 
cessively, the two views of doctrine which have been 
here described. Parallel instances meet us in the 
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history of tbe Gnostics and Montanists. Simon cuap. 1. 
Magus, (e. g.) seems to have adopted the Patripas- se¢™ v. 
sian theory. But the Gnostic family which 
branched from him, modified it by means of their 
doctrine of emanations or wons, till in the theology 
of Valentinus, as in that of Cerinthus and Ebion, 
the incarnation of the Word, became scarcely more 
than the display of Divine power with a figurative 
personality in the life and actions of a mere man. 
The Montanists, in like manner, from a virtual 
assumption of the Divinity of their founder, were 
led on, as the only way of extricating themselves 
from one blasphemy, into that other of denying the 
Personality of the Holy Spirit, and then of the 
Word. Whether the school of Noetus maintained 
its first position, we have no means of knowing ; 
but the change to the second, or semi-humanita- 
rian, may be detected in the Sabellians, as in 
Praxeas before them. In the time of Dionysius 
of Alexandria, the majority was Patripassian ; but 
in the time of Alexander, they advocated the Ema- 
native, as it may be called, or in-dwelling theory’. 

What there is further to be said on this subject, Effect upon 


the lan- 


shall be reserved for the next chapter. Here, how- guage of or- 


thodox con- 


ever, it is necessary to examine, how under these troversial- 
circumstances, the controversy with them would ae 
affect the language of ecclesiastical theology. It 

will be readily seen, that the line of argument by 


which the two errors above specified are to be met, 


1 Theod. Hist. i. 4. 
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cap. 1. is nearly the same: viz. that of insisting upon the 

sect. v. Personality of the Word as distinct from the Father. 
For the Patripassian denied that He was in any 
real respect distinct from Him ; the Emanatist, if 
he may so be called, denied that He was a Person, 
or more than an extraordinary manifestation of 
Divine Power. The Catholics on the other hand, 
asserted His distinct personality ; and necessarily 
appealed, in proof of this, to such texts as speak 
of His pre-existent relations towards the Father ; 
in other words, His essentially ministrative office 
in the revealed Economy of the Godhead. And 
thus, being obliged from the course of the contro- 
versy, to dwell on the truly scriptural tenet of the 
subordination of the Son to the Father, and hap- 
pening to do so without a protest against a denial 
of His equality with the Father in the One Indi- 
visible Divine Nature, (a protest, which nothing 
but the actual presence of that error among them 
could render necessary or natural,) they were 
sometimes forced by the circumstances of the case 
into an apparent anticipation of the heresy, which 
afterwards arose in the shape of Arianism. 

Mlustrations This may be illustrated in the history of the 
two great pupils of Origen, who, being respec- 
tively opposed to the two varieties of heresy above 
described, incurred odium in a later age, as if they 
had been forerunners of Arius: Gregory of Neo- 
cesarea, and Dionysius of Alexandria. 

Dionysius. The controversy in which Dionysius was en- 
gaged with the Patripassians of Pentapolis has 
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already been adverted to. Their tenet of the in- 
carnation of the Father, (i.e. the one God without 
distinction of Persons,) a tenet most repugnant 
to every scripturally-informed mind, was refuted 
at once, by insisting on the essential character of 
the Son as representing and revealing the Father ; 
by arguing, that on the very face of Scripture, the 
Christ who is there set before us, (whatever might be 
the mystery of His nature,) is certainly delineated 
as one absolute and real Person, complete in Him- 
self, sent by the Father, doing His will, and me- 
diating between Him and man; and that, this 
being the case, His Person could not be the same 
with that of the Father who sent Him, by any pro- 
cess of reasoning, which would not also prove any 
two individual men to have one literal personality ; 
i. e. if there be any analogy at all between the 
common sense of the word person and that in 
which the idea is applied in Scripture to the Father 
and the Son: e.g. by what artifice of interpre- 
tation can the beginning of St. John’s Gospel, or 
the second chapter of St. Paul’s Epistle to the Phi- 
lippians be made to harmonize with the notion, 
that the one God, simply became, and is man, in 
every sense in which He can still be spoken of as 
God ? 

Writing zealously and freely on this side of the 
Catholic doctrine, Dionysius laid himself open to 
the animadversion of timid and narrow-minded 
men, who were unwilling to receive the truth in 
that depth and fulness in which Scripture reveals 
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cuap. 1. it, and who thought that orthodoxy consisted in 
ssct.v. being at all times careful to comprehend in one 


confession the whole of what is believed on any 
article of faith. The Roman Church, even then 
celebrated for its vigilant, perhaps its over-earnest 
exactness, in matters of doctrine and discipline, was 
made the arbiter of the controversy.—A council 
was held under the presidency of Dionysius its 
bishop, (about a. p. 260,) in which the Alexan- 
drian prelate was accused by the Pentapolitans of 
asserting, that the Son of God is made and 
created, distinct in nature from the incommuni- 
cable essence of the Father, ‘‘ as the vine is dis- 
tinct from the vine-dresser,’’ and in consequence, 
not eternal.—The illustration imputed to Dionysius 
in this accusation, being a reference to John xv, 
is a sufficient explanation by itself of the real drift 
of his statement, even if his satisfactory answer 
were not extant, to set at rest all doubt concerning 
his orthodoxy. He therein replies to his namesake 
of Rome,—first, that his letter to the Sabellians, 
being directed against a particular error, of course 
contained only so much of the entire Catholic doc- 
trine as was necessary for the point in debate ;— 
that his use of the words Father and Son, in itself, 
implied his belief in a oneness of nature between 
Them ;—that, in speaking of the Son as ‘‘ made,” 
he had no intention of distinguishing ‘‘ made” 
from ‘‘ begotten,” but including all kinds of 
origination under the term, he used it to discrimi- 
nate between the Son and His underived self- 
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originated Father ;—lastly, that in matter of fact cmap. 1. 


he did confess the Catholic doctrine in its most 
unqualified and literal sense, and in its fullest and 
most accurate exposition. In this letter he even 
recognises the celebrated opootoov, which was after- 
wards adopted at Niceea. However, in spite of 
these avowals, later writers, and even Basil him- 
self, do not scruple to complain of Dionysius as 
having sown the first seeds of Arianism; confess- 
ing the while that his error was accidental, occa- 
sioned by his vehement opposition to the Sabellian 
heresy. 

Gregory of Neocesarea, on the other hand, is so 
far more hardly circumstanced than Dionysius ; 
first, inasmuch as the charge against him was not 
made till after his death, and next, because he is 
strangely accused of a tendency to Sabellian as 
well as Arian errors. Without accounting for the 
former of these charges, which does not, now con- 
cern us, I offer to the reader the following expla- 
nation of the latter calumny. Sabellianism, in its 
second or emanative form, had considerable suc- 
cess in the East before and at the time of Gregory. 
In the generation before him, Hermogenes, who 
professed it, had been refuted by Theophilus and 
Tertullian, as well as by Gregory’s master Origen, 
who had also reclaimed from a similar error Am- 
brosius and Beryllus'. Gregory succeeded him 
in the controversy with such vigour, that his pole- 


? Euseb. Hist. iv. 24. Theod. Her. i. 19. Tertull. in Her- 
mog. Huet. Origen. lib. i. It may be observed, however, that 


Hippolytus wrote against Noetus. 
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mical remains were sufficient to extinguish the 
heresy, when it re-appeared in Pontus at a later 


period. He was, moreover, the principal prelate in 


the first council held against Paulus of Samosata, 
whose heresy was derived from the emanative 
school. The synodal letter addressed by the assem- 
bled bishops to the heresiarch, whether we ascribe 
it to this first Council, with some critics, or with 
others to the second, or even with Basnage reject it 
as spurious, at least illustrates the line of argument 
which it was natural to direct against the heresy, 
and shows how easily it might be corrupted into 
an Arian meaning. To the notion that the Son 
was but inhabited by a divine power or presence 
impersonal, and therefore had no real existence be- 
fore He came in the flesh, it was a sufficient answer 
to appeal to the great works ascribed to Him in the 
beginning of all things, and especially to those 
angelic manifestations by which God revealed 
Himself to the elder Church, and which were uni- 
versally admitted to be disclosures of the living 
and personal Word. The synodal letter accord- 
ingly professes a belief in the Son, as the Image 
and Power of God, which was before the worlds, in 
literal and absolute existence, the living and intel- 
ligent Cause of creation; and cites some of the 
most striking texts descriptive of His ministrative 
office under the Jewish law, such as His appear- 
ance to Abraham, Jacob, and Moses in the burning 
bush’. ‘Such is the statement, in opposition to 


* Routh, Reliq. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 463. 


SABELLIANISM. 143 


Paulus of Samosata, put forth by Gregory and his cmap. t. 
associate bishops at Antioch; and, the circum-  *"¢r- v. 
stances of the controversy being overlooked, it is 
obvious how easily it may be brought to favour the 
hypothesis, that the Son is in all respects distinct 
from the Father, and by nature as well as revealed 
office inferior to Him. 

Lastly, it so happened, that in the course of the ei 
third century, the word opootcwv became more or 
less connected with the Gnostic, Manichean, and 
Sabellian theologies. Hence writers, who had but 
opposed these heresies, seemed in a subsequent age 
to have opposed what was then received as the cha- 
racteristic of orthodoxy ; as, on the other hand, the 
Catholics, on their adopting it then, were accused of 
Sabellianizing, or of introducing corporeal notions 
into their creed. But of this more hereafter. 


Here a close may be put to our inquiry into the pespitla- 
circumstances under which Arianism appeared in 
the early Church. The utmost that has been pro- 
posed has been to classify and arrange phenomena 
which present themselves on the surface of the his- 
tory ; and this, with a view of preparing the reader 
for the direct discussion of the doctrine which 
Arianism denied, and for the proceedings on the 
part of the Church which that denial occasioned. 
Especially has it been my object in this introduc- 
tion, following the steps of our great divines, to 
rescue the Alexandrian Fathers from the calumnies 
which, with bad intentions either to them or to the 
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cap. I. orthodox cause, have been so freely and so fearlessly 
sect. v. cast upon them.—Whether Judaism or whether 


Platonism had more or less to do in preparing the 
way for the Arian heresy, are points of minor im- 
portance, compared with the vindication of those 
venerable men, the most learned, most eloquent, and 
most zealous of the Ante-Nicene Christians. With 
this view it has been shown, that, though the heresy 
openly commenced, it but accidentally commenced 
in Alexandria; that no Alexandrian of name ad- 
vocated it; and that, on its appearance, it was 
forthwith expelled from the Alexandrian Church, 
together with its author ;—next, that even granting 
Platonism originated it, of which there is no proof, 
yet there are no grounds for implicating the Alex- 
andrian Fathers in its formation; that while the 
old Platonism, which they did favour, had no part 
in the origination of the Arian doctrine, the new 
Platonism or Eclecticism, which may be conceived 
to have arianized, received no countenance from 
them; that if Eclecticism must abstractedly be 
referred to their schools, it arose out of them in no 
more exact sense than error ever springs from 
truth ; that, instead of being welcomed by them, 
the sight of it, as soon as it was detected, led them 
rather to condemn their own older and innocent 
philosophy ; and that, in Alexandria, there was no 
Eclectic successor to Ammonius, (who concealed 
his infidelity to the last,) till after the commence- 
ment of the Arian troubles ;—further, that granting, 
(what is undeniable,) that the Alexandrian Fathers 
i) 
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sometimes use phrases which are similar to those CHAP. 1. 
afterwards adopted by the heretics; that these s=cr- v- 


were the accidents, not the characteristic marks of 
their creed, and employed from a studied verbal 
imitation of the Jewish and philosophical systems ; 
—of the philosophical, to conceal their own depth 
of meaning, and to conciliate the heathen, a duty 
to which their peculiar funttions in the Christian 
world especially bound them,—and of the Jewish 
theology, from an affectionate reverence for the 
early traces, in the Old Testament, of God’s long- 
meditated scheme of mercy to mankind ; or again, 
that where they seem to arianise, it is from in- 
completeness rather than unsoundness in their 
confessions, occasioned by the necessity of opposing 
a contrary error then infecting the Church; that 
five Fathers, who have more especially incurred the 
charge of philosophizing in their creed, come from 
the schools of Rome, Lyons, and Antioch, as well 
as of Alexandria, and that the most unguarded 
speculator in the Alexandrian is the very writer 
first to detect for us, and to denounce the Arian 
tenet, at least sixty years before it openly pre- 
sented itself to the world. 

On the other hand, if, dismissing this side of the 
question, we ask whence the heresy actually arose, 
we find that contemporary authors, ascribe it 
partially to Judaism and Eclecticism, and more 
expressly to the influence of the Sophists; that 
Alexander, to whose lot it fell first to withstand it, 
refers us at once to Antioch as its original seat, to 
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Judaism as its ultimate source, and to the subtilties 
of disputation as the instrument of its exhibition ; 


‘that Arius and his principal supporters were pupils 


of the school of Antioch ; and lastly, that in this 
school, at the date fixed by Alexander, the above- 
mentioned elements of the heresy are discovered in 
alliance, almost in union, Paulus of Samosata, the 
judaizing Sophist, being the favourite of a court 
which patronised Eclecticism, when it was ne- 
glected at Alexandria. 

It is evident that deeper and more interesting 
questions remain, than any which have here been 
examined. The real secret causes of the heresy ; 
its connexion with the character of the age, with 
the opinions then afloat, viewed as an active moral 
principle, not as a system; its position in the 
general course of God’s providential dealings with 
His Church, and in the prophecies of the New 
Testament; and its relation towards the subse- 
quently-developed corruptions of Christianity ; 
these are subjects, towards which some opening 
may have been incidentally made for the inquiring 
mind, but which are too vast to be imagined in the 
design of a work such as the present. 
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ON THE PRINCIPLE OF THE FORMATION AND 
IMPOSITION OF CREEDS. 


Ir has appeared in the foregoing chapter, that the car. 11. 
temper of the Ante-Nicene Church was opposed to ‘®°™' 
the imposition of doctrinal tests upon her members; 
and on the other hand, that such a measure became 
necessary in proportion as the cogency of Apostolic 
Tradition was weakened by lapse of time. This is 

a subject which will bear some further remarks ; 

and will lead to an investigation of the principle 

upon which the formation and imposition of creeds 

rests. After this, I shall delineate the Catholic doc- 

trine itself, as held in the first ages of Christianity ; 

and then, the Arian substitution for it. 

I have already observed, that the knowledge of Knowledge 
the Christian mysteries was, in those times, ac- Christian 
counted as a privilege, to be eagerly coveted. It was pidlicgett 
not likely, then, that reception of them would be dive Cimeh, 
accounted a test ; which implies a concession on the 


part of the recipient, not an advantage. The idea of 
L2 
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ON THE PRINCIPLE OF THE FORMATION 


disbelieving, or criticising the great doctrines of the 
faith, from the nature of the case, would scarcely 
occur to the primitive Christians. These doctrines 
were the subject of an Apostolical Tradition ; they 
were the very truths which had been lately revealed 
to mankind. They had been. committed to the 
Church’s keeping, and were dispensed by her to 
those who sought them, as a favour. They were 
facts, not opinions. To come to the Church was 
all one with expressing a readiness to receive her 
teaching ; to hesitate to believe, after coming for 
the sake of believing, would be an inconsistency 
too rare to require a special provision against the 
chance of it. It was sufficient to meet the evil as it 
arose; the power of excommunication and deposition 
was in the hands of the ecclesiastical authorities, 
and, asin the case of Paulus, was used impartially. 
Yet, in matter of fact, such instances of contumacy 
were comparatively rare; and the Ante-Nicene 
heresies were in many instances the innovations of 
those who had never been in the Church, or who 
had already been expelled from it. 

We have some difficulty in putting ourselves into 
the situation of Christians in those times, from the 
circumstance that the Holy Scriptures are now our 
sole means of satisfying ourselves on points of doc- 
trine. Thus, every one who comes to the Church 
considers himself entitled to judge and decide in- 
dividually upon its creed. But in that primitive 
age, the Apostolical Tradition, i. e. the creed, was 
practically the chief source of instruction, espe- 
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cially considering the obscurities of Scripture ; and cnap. 11. 
being withdrawn from public view, it could not be sect... 


subjected to the degradation of a comparison, on 
the part of inquirers and half-christians, with those 
written documents which are vouchsafed to us 
from the same inspired authorities. As for the 
baptized and incorporate members of the Church, 
they of course had the privilege of comparing the 
written and the oral tradition, and might exercise it 
as profitably as that of comparing and harmonising 
Scripture with itself. But before baptism, the 
systematic knowledge was withheld ; and without 
it, Scripture, instead of being the source of instruc- 
tion on the doctrines of the Trinity and Incarna- 
tion, was scarcely more than a sealed book, needing 
an interpretation, amply and powerfully as it served 
the purpose of proving the doctrines, when they 
were once disclosed. And so much on the reluc- 
tance of the primitive Fathers to publish creeds, on 
the ground that the knowledge of Christian doc- 
trine was a privilege reserved for those who were 
baptised, and in no sense a subject of hesitation 
and dispute.—It may be added, that the very love 
of power, which in every age will sway the bulk of 
those who are exposed to the temptation of it, and 
ecclesiastics in the number, would indispose them 
to innovate upon a principle which made them- 
selves the especial guardians of revealed truth. 


Their backwardness proceeded also from a pro- Reverence 


1 Vid. Hawkins on Unauthoritative Tradition. 
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found reverence for the sacred mysteries of which 
they were the dispensers. Here they present us 
with the true exhibition of that pious sensitiveness 
which the heathen had conceived, but could not 
justly execute. The latter had their mysteries, 
but their rude attempts were superseded by the 
divine discipline of the Gospel, which here acted 
in the office which is peculiarly its own, rectifying, 
combining, and completing the inventions of unin- 
structed nature. If the early Church regarded the 
very knowledge of the truth as a fearful privilege, 
much more did it regard that truth itself as glo- 
rious and awful; and, scarcely conversing about it 
to her children, shrunk from the impiety of sub- 
jecting it to the hard gaze of the multitude’. We 
still pray, in the Confirmation service, for those 
who are introduced into the full privileges of the 
Christian covenant, that they may be ‘filled with 
the spirit of God’s holy fear ;” but the meaning 
and practical results of deep-seated religious reve- 
rence were far better understood in the primitive 
times than now, when the infidelity of the world 
has corrupted the Church. Now, we allow our- 
selves publicly to canvass the most solemn truths 
in a careless or fiercely argumentative way; truths, 


* Sozomen gives this reason for not inserting the Nicene Creed 
in his history: evoe dy cal diwy cal ra rovatra éxvornpdvwy, ola 
on) pborace kal pvoraywyoic déovra héyery Kal axovey tpnyoupevwr 
Exyjveca Ty PovdAhy* ov yap areKdc Kal TOY Aputrwr Twae THOE TH 
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which it is as useless as it is unseemly to discuss cmap. 11. 


before men, as being attainable only by the sober secr.1. 


and watchful, by slow degrees, with dependence 
on the Giver of wisdom, and with strict obedience 
to the light which has already been granted. Then, 
they would scarcely express in writing, what is now 
not only preached to the mixed crowds who fre- 
quent our churches, but circulated in print among 
all ranks and classes of the unclean and the profane, 
and pressed upon all who choose to purchase it. 
Nay, so perplexed is the present state of things, 
that the Church is obliged to change her course of 
acting, after the spirit of the alteration made at 
Nica, and unwillingly to take part in the theo- 
logical discussions of the day, as a man crushes 
venomous creatures of necessity, powerful to do it, 
but loathing the employment. This is the apology 
which the author of the present work, as far as it 
is worth while to notice himself, offers to all sobere 
minded and zealous Christians; for venturing to 
exhibit publicly the great evangelical doctrines, not 
indeed in the medium of controversy or proof, 
(which would bea still more humiliating office, ) but 
in an historical and explanatory form. And he 
earnestly trusts, that, while doing so, he may be 
betrayed into no familiarity or extravagance of ex- 
pression, cautiously lowering the Truth, and, (as it 
were,) wrapping it in reverend language, and so 
depositing it in its due resting-place, which is the 
Christian’s heart; guiltless of those unutterable 
profanations with which a scrutinizing infidelity 
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wounds and laceratesit. Here, again, is strikingly 
instanced the unfitness of books, compared with 


- private communication, for the purposes of religious 


Profane 
conduct of 
heretical 
sects 


instruction ; levelling the distinctions of mind and 
temper by the formality of the written character, 
and conveying each kind of knowledge the less 
perfectly, in proportion as it is of a moral nature, 
and requires to be treated with delicacy and dis- 
crimination. 

To return to the primitive Fathers.—With their 
reverential feelings towards the Supreme Being, 
great must have been their indignation first, and 
then their perplexity, when apostates disclosed and 
corrupted the sacred truth, or when the heretical 
or philosophical sects made guesses approximating 
to it. Though the heretics also had their myste- 
ries, yet, it is remarkable, that as regards the high 
doctrines of the Gospel, they in great measure 
dropped that restraint and reserve by which the 
Catholics partly signified, and partly secured a 
reverence for them. Tertullian sharply exposes 
the want of a grave and orderly discipline among 
them in his day. ‘‘It is uncertain,” he says, 
‘‘who among them is catechumen, who believer. 
They meet alike, they hear alike, they pray alike ; 
nay, though the heathen should drop in, they will 
cast holy things to dogs, and their pearls, false 
jewels as they are, to swine. This overthrow of 
order they call simplicity, and our attention to it 
they call meretricious embellishment. They com- 
municate with all men promiscuously ; it being 
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nothing to them how different each other’s views, cHap. IL 
provided they join with them for the destruction of s=¢t-» 
the truth. They are all high-minded; all boast of 
their illumination. Their catechumens are esta- 
blished in the faith before they are fully taught. 

Even their women, are singularly forward; ven- 

turing, that is, to teach, to argue, to exorcise, to 
undertake religious duties, nay, perhaps to bap- 

tize'.” 

The heretical spirit is ever one and the same in of the 
its various forms: this description of the Gnostics ate 
was exactly paralleled, in all those points for which 
we have introduced it here, in the history of Arian- 
ism ; historically distinct as is the latter system 
from Gnosticism. Arius began by throwing out 
his questions as a subject of debate for public con- 
sideration ; and at once formed crowds of contro- 
yersialists, from those classes who were the least 
qualified or deserving to take part in the discus- 
sion. Alexander, his diocesan, accuses him of 
siding with the Jews and heathen against the 
Church; and certainly we learn from the historians 
that the heathen philosophers were from the first 
warmly interested in the dispute, so that some of 
them attended the Nicene Council, for the chance 
of ascertaining the orthodox doctrine. Alexander 
also charges him with employing women in his 
disturbance of the Church, apparently referring 
at the same time to the Apostle’s anticipated de- 


’ Tertull. de Preescr. hzeret. § 41. 
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scription of them. He speaks especially of the 
younger females as zealous in his cause, and tra- 
versing Alexandria in their eagerness to promote 
it ;—a fact confirmed by Epiphanius, who speaks, 
(if he may be credited,) of as many as seven hun- 
dred from the religious societies of that city at 
once taking part with the heresiarch'. But Arius 
carried his agitation lower still. It is on no less 
unsuspicious authority than that of Philostorgius, 
his own partizan, on which we are assured of his 
composing and setting to music, songs on the sub- 
ject of his doctrine for the use of the rudest classes 
of society, with a view of familiarizing them to it. 
Other of his compositions, of a higher literary ex- 
cellence, were used at table as a religious accom- 
paniment to the ordinary meal; one of which, in 
part preserved by Athanasius, enters upon the 
most sacred portions of the theological question’. 
The effect of these exertions to draw public attention 
to his doctrine, is recorded by Eusebius of Cesarea, 
who, though no friend of the heresiarch himself, is 
unsuspicious evidence as one of his party. ‘‘ From 
a little spark a great fire was kindled. The quar- 
rel began in the Alexandrian Church, then it 
spread through the whole of Egypt, Libya, and the 
Thebais ; then it ravaged the other provinces and 
cities, till the war of words enlisted not only the 
prelates of the Churches, but the laity too. At 


*Socr.i. 6. Theod. Hist. i. 4. Soz. i. 18. Epiph. her, lxix. 3, 
* Philost. ii. 2. Athan. in Arian’ i, 5. de Syn. 15. 
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length the exposure was so extraordinary, that cyap.1. 


even in the heathen theatres, the holy doctrine be- 
came the subject of the vilest ridicule'.”” Such 
was Arianism at its commencement; and if so 
indecent in the hands of its originator, who, in 
spite of his courting the multitude, was distin- 
guished by a certain reserve and loftiness in his 
personal deportment, much more flagrant was its 
impiety under the direction of his less refined suc- 
cessors. Valens, the favorite bishop of Constan- 
tius, exposed the solemnities of the Eucharist in 
a judicial examination to which Jews and heathens 
were admitted ; Eudoxius, the Arianizer of the Go- 
thic nations, when installed in the patriarchal throne 
of Constantinople, uttered as his first words a pro- 
fane jest, which was received with loud laughter 
in the newly consecrated Church of St. Sophia ; 
and Aetius, the founder of the Anomceans, was 
the grossest and most despicable of buffoons ’. 
Later still, we find the same description of the 
heretical party from the pen of the kind and amia- 
ble Nazianzen. With a reference to the Arian 
troubles he says, ‘‘ Now is priest an empty name ; 
contempt is poured upon the rulers, as Scripture 
Saye. se. All fear is banished from our souls, 
irreverence has taken its place. Knowledge is 
now at the will of him who chooses it, and all the 
deep mysteries of the Spirit. We are all pious, 


* Euseb. vit. Const. ii. 61. vid. Greg. Naz. orat. i. 142. 
* Athan. Apol. contr. Arian. 31. Socr. ii. 48. Cave, Hist. 
Literar. vol. i. 


SECT. I. 


156 


CHAP. II. 


SECT. I. 


Perplexity 
of the Ca- 
tholics. 


Their duty. 


ON THE PRINCIPLE OF THE FORMATION 


but our sole warrant is our practice of condemning 
the impiety of others. We use the ungodly as 
arbiters, and cast what is holy to dogs, and pearls 
before swine, publishing divine truths to profane 
hearts and ears; and, wretches as we are, we sedu- 
lously fulfil the wishes of our enemies, and un- 
blushingly break the vow which binds our virgin 
faith to God?.” 

Enough has now been said, by way of describing 
the condition of the Catholic Church, defenceless 
from the very sacredness and refinement of its dis- 
cipline, when the attack of Arianism was made 
upon it; insulting its silence, provoking it to 
argue, unsettling and seducing its members, and 
in consequence requiring its authoritative judgment 
on the point in dispute. And in addition to the 
instruments of evil which were internally directed 
against it, the Eclectics had by this time extended 
their creed among the learned, with far greater 
decorum than the Arians, but still so as practically 
to interpret the Scriptures in the place of the 
Church, and to state dogmatically the conclusions 
for which the Arian Sophists were but indirectly 
preparing the mind by their objections and falla- 
cious arguments, 

Under these circumstances, it was the duty of 
the rulers of the Church, at whatever sacrifice of 
their feelings, to discuss the subject in controversy 
fully and unreservedly, and to state their decision 


* Greg. Naz. Orat. i. 135. 
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openly. The only alternative was an unmanly cuap. 1. 
non-interference, and an arbitrary or treacherous s*¢™ 


prohibition of the discussion. To enjoin silence 
on perplexed inquirers, is not to silence their 
thoughts ; which, in the case of serious minds, 
naturally turn to the spiritual ruler for advice and 
relief, and are disappointed at the timidity, or 
irritated at the harshness of those, who refuse to 
lead a lawful inquiry which they cannot stifle. 
Such a course, then, is most unwise, as well as 
unfeeling, inasmuch as it throws the question in 
dispute upon other arbitrators; or rather, it is 
more commonly insincere, the traitorous act of 
those who care little for the question in dispute, and 
are content that opimions should secretly prevail 
which they profess to condemn. The Nicene 
Fathers might despair of reclaiming the Arian 
party, but they were bound to erect a witness for 
the truth, which might be a guide and a warning 
to all Catholics, against the lying spirit which was 
abroad in the Church. These remarks apply to a 
censure which is sometimes passed on them, as if 
it was their duty to have shut up the question in 
the words of Scripture ; for the words of Scripture 
were the very subject in controversy, and to have 
prohibited the controversy, would, in fact, have 
been but to insult the perplexed, and to extend 
real encouragement to the insidious opponent of 
the truth.—But it may be expedient here to ex- 
plain more fully the principle of the obligation 
which led to their interposition. 
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Let it be observed then, that, as regards the 
doctrine of the Trinity, the mere text of Scripture 
is not calculated either to satisfy the intellect or to 
ascertain the temper of those who profess to accept 
it as a rule of faith. 

1. Before the mind has been roused to reflection 
and inquisitiveness about its own acts and impres- 
sions, it acquiesces, if religiously trained, in that 
practical devotion to the Blessed Trinity, and im- 
plicit acknowledgment of the divinity of Son and 
Spirit, which holy Scripture at once teaches and 
exemplifies. This is the faith of uneducated men, 
which is not the less philosophically correct, nor 
less acceptable to God, because it does not happen 
to be conceived in those precise statements, which 
presuppose the action of the mind on its own senti- 
ments and notions. Moral feelings do not directly 
contemplate and realize to themselves the objects 
which excite them. A heathen in obeying his 
conscience, implicitly worships Him of whom he 
has never distinctly heard. Again, a child feels 
not the less affectionate reverence towards his 
parents, because he cannot discriminate in words, 
nay, or idea, between them and others. As, how- 
ever, his mind opens, he might ask himself con- 
cerning the ground of his own emotions and con- 
duct towards them ; and might find that these are 
the correlatives of their peculiar tenderness towards 
him, long and intimate knowledge of him, and 
unhesitating assumption of authority over him; all 
which he continually experiences. And further, 
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he might trace these to the essential relation itself, cHap. 11. 
which involves his own original debt to them for s=crr 


the gift of life and reason, the inestimable blessing 
of an indestructible, never-ending existence. And 
now his reason contemplates the object of those 
affections, which acted truly from the first, and are 
not purer or stronger merely for this accession of 
knowledge. This will tend to illustrate the sacred 
subject to which we are directing our attention. As 
the intellect is cultivated and expanded, it cannot 
refrain from the attempt to analyze the vision 
which influences the heart, and the Object in which 
it centres; nor does it stop till it has, in some sort, 
succeeded in expressing in words, what has all 
along been a principle both of the affections and 
of practical obedience. But here the parallel 
ceases ; the Object of religious veneration being 
unseen, and dissimilar from all that is seen, reason 
can but represent it in the medium of those ideas 
which the experience of life affords, (as we see in 
the Scripture account, as far as it is addressed to 
the intellect ;) and unless these ideas, however in- 
adequate, be correctly applied, they react upon the 
affections, and deprave the religious principle. 
This is exemplified in the case of the heathen, 
who, trying to make their instinctive notion 
of the Deity an object of reflection, pictured 
to their minds false images, which eventually 
gave them a pattern and a sanction for sinning. 
Thus the systematic doctrine of the Trinity may 
be considered as the shadow, projected for the 
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contemplation of the intellect, of the Object of 
scripturally-informed piety; a representation, eco- 
nomical ; necessarily imperfect, as being exhibited 
in a foreign medium, and therefore involving 
apparent inconsistencies or mysteries ; given to the 
Church by tradition contemporaneously with those 
apostolic writings, which are addressed more di- 
rectly to the heart ; kept in the background in the 
infancy of Christianity, when faith and obedience 
were vigorous, and brought forward at a time when, 
reason being disproportionally developed, and 
aiming at sovereignty in the province of religion, 
its presence became necessary to expel an usurping 
idol from the house of God, 

If this account of the connexion between the 
theological system and the Scripture implication of 
it, be substantially correct, it will be seen how in- 
effectual all attempts ever will be to obscure the 
doctrine in mere general language. It is readily 
granted that the intellectual representation should 
ever be subordinate to the cultivation of the re- 
ligious affections. And after all, it must be owned, 
so reluctant is a well-constituted mind to reflect on 
its own feelings, that the correct intellectual image, 
from its hardness of outline, may startle and offend 
those who have all along acted upon it. Doubtless 
there are portions of the ecclesiastical doctrine, 
presently to be exhibited, which may at first sight 
seem a refinement, merely because the object and 
bearings of them are not understood without re- 
flection and experience. But what is left to the 
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Church but to speak out, in order to exclude error? cnap. 1. 
Much as we may wish it, we cannot restrain the seer." 
rovings of the intellect, or silence its clamorous = 
demand for a formal statement concerning the 
Object of our worship. If e.g. Scripture bids us 
adore God, and adore His Son, our reason at once 
asks, whether it does not follow that there are two 
Gods; and a system of doctrine becomes unavoid- 
able, being framed, let it be observed, not with a 
view of explaining, but of arranging the inspired 
notices concerning the Supreme Being, of pro- 
viding, not a consistent, but a connected statement. 
There the inquisitiveness of a pious mind rests, viz. 
when it has pursued the subject into the mystery 
which is its limit. But this is not all. The in- 
tellectual expression of theological truth not only 
excludes heresy, it directly assists the acts of 
religious worship and obedience ; fixing and stimu- 
lating the Christian spirit in the same way that the 
knowledge of the one God relieves and illuminates 
the perplexed conscience of the religious heathen. 
And thus much on the importance of Creeds to 
tranquillize the mind ; the text of Scripture being 
addressed principally to the affections, and though 
definite according to the criterion of practical in- 
fluence, vague and incomplete in the judgment of 
the intellect. 

2. Nor, in the next place, is an assent to the The syste- 


matic doc- 


text of Scripture sufficient for the purposes of trine re- 
Christian fellowship. As the sacred text was not Las ern 
intended to satisfy the intellect, neither was it 
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CHAP. I. given as a test of the religious temper which it 
sect.1. forms, and of which it is an expression. Doubtless 
no combination of words will ascertain an unity of 
sentiment in those who adopt them ; but one form 

is more adapted for the purpose than another. 
Scripture being unsystematic, and its faith seattered 
through its documents, and understood only when 

they are viewed as a whole, the Creeds aim at 
concentrating its general spirit, so as to give secu- 

rity to the Church, as far as may be, that the 
subscriber takes the peculiar view of it which alone 

is the true one. But, if this be the case, how idle 

it is to suppose, that to demand assent to a form of 

words which happens to be scriptural, is therefore 
sufficient to effect an unanimity in faith and action ! 

If the Church would be vigorous and influential, it 

must be decided and plain-spoken in its doctrine, 

and must regard its faith rather as a character of 

mind than as a notion. To attempt comprehen- 

sions of opinion, amiable as the motive frequently 

is, is to mistake arrangements of words, which have 

no existence except on paper, for habits which are 
realities ; and ingenious generalizations of discor- 

dant sentiments for that practical agreement which 

alone can lead to co-operation. We may indeed 
artificially classify light and darkness under one 

term or formula; but nature has her own fixed 
courses, and unites mankind by the sympathy of 
moral character, not by those forced resemblances 
which the imagination singles out at pleasure in 


the most promiscuous collection of materials. How- 
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ever plausible may be the veil thus thrown over cap. 1. 
heterogeneous doctrines, the flimsy artifice is dis- seer. 
composed so soon as the principles beneath it are~ 
called upon to move and act. Nor are these 
attempted comprehensions innocent ; for, it being 

the interest of our enemies to weaken the Church, 

they have always gained a point, when they have 

put upon us words for things, and persuaded us to 
fraternize with those who, differing from us in 
essentials, yet happen in the excursive range of 
opinion somewhere to intersect that path of faith, 

which centres in supreme and zealous devotion to 

the service of God. 

Let it be granted then as indisputable, that there The duty of 
are no two opinions so contrary to each other, but meee 
some form of words may be found vague enough to 
comprehend them both. The Pantheist will admit 
that there is a God, and the Humanitarian that 
Christ is God, if they are suffered to say so with- 
out explanation. But if this be so, it becomes the 
duty, as well as the evident policy of the Church, to 
interrogate them, before admitting them to her fel- 
lowship. Ifthe Church be the pillar and ground 
of the truth, and bound to contend for the preserva- 
tion of the faith once delivered to it; if we are 
answerable as ministers of Christ for the formation 
of one, and one only, character in the heart of 
man ; and if the Scriptures are given us, as a means 
indeed towards that end, but inadequate to the 
office of interpreting themselves, except to such as 
live under the same Divine Influence which in- 
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cHap. u.spired them, and which is expressly sent down 


SECT. I. 


Actual ap- 


upon us that we may interpret them,—then, it is 
evidently our duty piously and cautiously to collect 
the sense of Scripture, and solemnly to promulgate 
it in such a form as is best suited, as far as it goes, 
to exclude the pride and unbelief of the world. It 
will be admitted that, to deny to individuals the 
use of terms not found in Scripture, as such, 
would be a superstition and an encroachment on 
their Christian liberty ; and in like manner, doubt- 
less, to forbid the authorities of the Church to 
require an acceptance of these, when necessary, 
from its members, is to interfere with the discharge 
of their peculiar duties, as appointed of the Holy 
Ghost to be overseers of the Lord’s flock. And, 
though the discharge of this office is the most 
momentous and fearful that can come upon mortal 
man, and never to be undertaken except by the 
collective illumination of the Heads of the Church, 
yet, when innovations arise, they must discharge it 
to the best of their ability ; and whether they suc- 
ceed or fail, whether they have judged rightly 
or hastily of the necessity of their interposition, 
whether they devise their safeguard well or ill, 
draw the line of Church fellowship broadly or 
narrowly, countenance the profane reasoner, or 
cause the scrupulous to stumble,—to their Master 
they stand or fall, as in all other acts of duty, the 
obligation itself to protect the Faith remaining un- 
questionable. 

This is an account of the abstract principle on 
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which ecclesiastical confessions rest. In its prac- gyap. qr. 
tical adoption it has been softened in two important srcr, 1. 
respects. First, the Creeds imposed have been = 

: : : a plication of 
compiled either from Apostolical traditions, or from the princi- 
primitive writings ; so that in fact the Church has 7 
never been obliged literally to collect the sense of 
Scripture. Secondly, the test has been used, not 
as a condition of communion, but of authority. As 
learning is not necessary for a private Christian, 
so neither is the full knowledge of the theological 
system. The clergy, and others in station, must 
be questioned as to their doctrinal views: but for 
the mass of the laity, it is enough if they do not 
set up such counter-statements of their own, as 
imply that they have systematized, and that erro- 
neously. In the Nicene Council, the test was but 
imposed on the Rulers of the Church. Lay com- 
munion was not denied to such as refused to take 
it, provided they introduced no novelties of their 
own; the anathemas or excommunications being 
directed solely against the Arian innovators, 


SECTION II. 


THE SCRIPTURE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY, 


We will begin by laying out the matter of evi- gror. u, 
dence for the Catholic Doctrine, as it is found in 
Scripture ; i.e. assuming it to be there contained, 
let us trace out the form in which it has been com- 
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municated to us,—the disposition of the phenomena, 
which imply it, on the face of the revelation. And 
here be it observed, in reference to what has already 
been admitted concerning the obscurity of the in- 
spired documents, that itis nothing to the purpose 
whether or not we should have been able to draw 
the following view of the doctrine from them, had it 
never been suggested to us in the Creeds. Forit has 
been, (providentially,) so suggested to all of us; and 
the question is not, what we should have done, had 
we never had external assistance, but, taking things 
as we find them, whether, the clue to the meaning 
of Scripture being given, (as it ever has been given, ) 
we may not deduce the doctrine thence, by as 
argumentative a process as that which enables us 
to verify the received theory of gravitation, which 
perhaps we could never have discovered for our- 
selves, though possessed of the data from which the 
inventor drew his conclusions. Indeed, this state of 
the case is analogous to that in which the evidence 
for natural religion is presented to us. It is very 
doubtful, whether the phenomena of the visible 
world would in themselves have brought us to a 
knowledge of the Creator ; but the universal tra- 
dition of His existence has been from the begin- 
ning His own comment upon them, graciously pre- 
ceding the study of the evidence. With this 
remark | address myself to an arduous under- 
taking. 

First, let it be assumed as agreeable both to 
reason and revelation, that there are Attributes and 
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Operations, or by whatever more suitable term we cuar. 11. 
designate them, peculiar to the Deity; e. g. crea- ster. 1. 
tive and preserving power, absolute prescience, 
moral sovereignty, and the like. These are ever 
included in our notion of the incommunicable na- 
ture of God; and, by a figure of speech, were 
there occasion for using it, might be called one 
with God, present, actively co-operating, and 
exerting their own distinguishing influence, in all 
His laws, providences, and acts. Thus, if He be 
eternal, or omnipresent, we consider His power, 
knowledge, and holiness, to be co-eternal and co- 
extensive with Him. Moreover, it would be an 
absurdity to form a comparison between these and 
God Himself; to regard them as numerically dis- 
tinct from Him ; to investigate the particular mode 
of their existence in the Divine Mind ; or to treat 
them as parts of God, inasmuch as they are all 
included in the idea of the one Indivisible Godhead. 
And, lastly, subtle and unmeaning questions might 
be raised about some of these, e. g. God’s power ; 
whether, i. e. it did or did not exist from eternity, 
on the ground, that bearing a relation to things 
created, it could not be said to have existence be- 
fore the era of creation’. 

Next, it is to be remarked, that the Jewish How dis- 
Scriptures introduce to our notice certain peculiar bie Old Tese 
Attributes or Manifestations, (as they would seem, ) a ba 
of the Deity, corresponding in some measure to 
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those already mentioned as conveyed to us by 
natural religion, though of a more obscure charac- 
ter. Such is what is called ‘‘the Spirit of God ;” 
a phrase which denotes sometimes the Divine 
energy, sometimes creative or preserving power, 
sometimes the assemblage of Divine gifts, moral 
and intellectual, vouchsafed to mankind ; having in 
all cases a general connexion with the notion of 
the vivifying principle of nature. Such, again, is 
<¢the Wisdom of God,” as introduced into the book 
of Proverbs ; and such is the ‘“‘ Name,” the 
‘< Word,” the ‘‘ Glory,” of God. 

Further, these peculiar Manifestations, (to give 
them a name,) are sometimes in the same elder 
Scriptures singularly invested with the properties 
of personality ; and, although the expressions of 
the sacred text may in some places be interpreted 
figuratively, yet there are passages so strangely 
worded, as at first sight to be inconsistent with 
themselves, and such as would be ascribed, in an 
uninspired work, to forgetfulness or inaccuracy in 
the writer ;—-as, e. g. when what is first called the 
Glory of God, is subsequently spoken of as an in- 
telligent Agent, often with the characteristics, or 
even the name of an Angel. On the other hand, it 
elsewhere occurs, that what is introduced as an 
Angel, is afterwards described as God Himself. 

Now, when we pass on to the New Testament, 
we find these peculiar Manifestations of the Divine 
Essence concentrated and fixed in two, called the 
Word, and the Spirit. At the same time, the 
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apparent Personality ascribed to Them in the Old cuap. 1. 
Testament, is changed for a real Personality, so sect. 1. 


clearly and explicitly marked as to resist all criti- 
cal experiments upon the language, all attempts 
at allegorical interpretation. Here too the Word is 
more frequently called the Son of God; and ap- 
pears to possess such strict personal attributes, as 
to be able voluntarily to descend from heaven, and 
assume our nature without ceasing to be identically 
what He was before; so as to speak of Himself, 
though a man, as one and the same with the 
Divine Word who existed in the beginning. The 
Personality of the Spirit in some true and sufficient 
sense is as accurately revealed ; and that the Son 
is not the Spirit, is also evident from the fixed rela- 
tions which are described as separating Them from 
each other in the Divine Essence. 

Reviewing this process of revelation, Gregory 
Nazianzen, somewhat after the manner of the fore- 
going account, remarks that as Almighty God has 
in the course of His dispensations changed the 
ritual of religion by successive abrogations, so He 
has changed its theology by continual additions 
till it has come to perfection. ‘‘ Under the old 
dispensation,” he proceeds, ‘‘ the Father was 
openly revealed, and the Son but obscurely. When 
the New was given, the Son was manifested, but 
the Divinity of the Spirit, intimated only. Now, 
(after Pentecost,) the Spirit dwells with us, afford- 
ing us clearer evidence about Himself .... Thus 
by gradual additions, and flights, as David says, 
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cuap. 1. from strength to strength, and from glory to’glory, 

sect. 1. the radiance of the Trinity has been made to shine 

~~ Out on us, in proportion as our increasing strength 
of vision was able to bear it '.” 

Remark Now from this peculiar method in which the 


suggested 


by the me- doctrine is unfolded to us in Scripture, we gain 
nod of the 


fetes so much as this in our contemplation of it: viz. 

ture. the absurdity, as well as the presumption, of in- 
quiring minutely about the actual relations subsist- 
ing between God and His Son and Spirit, and 
drawing large inferences from what is told us of 
Them. Whether They are equal to Him or unequal, 
whether posterior to Him in existence or coeval, 
such inquiries, (though often they must be an- 
swered when once started,) are in their origin as 
idle as similar questions concerning the Almighty’s 
relation to His attributes (which still we answer 
as far as we can, when asked) ; for the Son and 
Spirit are one with Him, the ideas of number and 
comparison being excluded. Yet this statement 
must be qualified from the evidence of Scripture, by 
two additional remarks. On the one hand, the 
Son and Spirit are represented to us as ministering 
to God, and therefore are personally subordinate 
to Him; and on the other hand, in spite of this 
personal inequality in the oixovonia of revelation, 
yet, the Son and Spirit, being partakers of the 
fulness of the Father, are equal to Him in nature, 
and in Their claims upon our faith and obedience, 
as is sufficiently proved by the form of baptism. 


* Greg. Naz. Orat. 37. p. 608. 
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The mysteriousness of the doctrine evidently cmap. 11. 
lies, in our inability to conceive a sense of the sect. u. 
word person, such, as to be more than a mere cha- eee 
racter, yet, less than an individual intelligent n° of the 

, e Doctrine. 
being ; our own notions, as gathered from our ex- 
perience of human agents, leading us to consider 
personality as involving in its very notion the idea 


of an independent immaterial substance. 


SECTION III. 


THE ECCLESIASTICAL DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


Tuts being the general Scripture view, it follows seer. i. 
to describe the Ecclesiastical Doctrine, chiefly in 
relation to the Son, as contained in the writings 
of the Fathers, especially the Ante-Nicene’. 

Scripture is express in declaring both the divi- Titles ofthe 

on and the 
nity of Him who in due time became man for us, Word. 
and also His personal distinction from God in His 
pre-existent state. This is sufficiently clear from 
the opening of St. John’s Gospel, which states the 
mystery as distinctly as any ecclesiastical comment 
can propound it. On these two truths the whole 
doctrine turns, viz. that our Lord is one with, yet 
personally separate from God. Now there are two 


1 The examples cited are principally borrowed from the ela- 
borate catalogues furnished by Petavius, Bishop Bull, and Suicer 
in his Thesaurus and his Comment on the Nicene Creed. 
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cnap. U1. appellations given to Him in Scripture, enforcing re- 
sect. 11. spectively these two essentials of the true doctrine, 


imperfect and open to misconception in themselves, 
but qualifying and completing each other. The title 
of the Son marks His derivation and distinction 
from the Father, that of the Word, (i.e. Reason,) 
denotes His inseparable inherence in the Divine 
Unity; and while the former, taken by itself, 
might lead one to conceive of Him as a second 
being, and the latter as no real being at all, both 
together witness to the mystery, that He is at once 
from, and yet in, the Immaterial, Incomprehensible 
God. Whether or not these titles contain the proof 
of this statement, (which, it is presumed, they 
actually do,) at least, they will enable us to 
classify our ideas; and we have authority for so 
using them. ‘‘ The Son,” says Athanasius, ‘‘is 
the Word and Wisdom of the Father: from which 
titles we infer His spiritual and indiwisible deri- 
vation from the Father, inasmuch as the word (or 
reason) of a man is no part of him, nor when 
exercised, implies any change in the immaterial 
principle ; much less, therefore, is it so with the 
Word of God. On the other hand, the Father 
calls Him His Son, lest, from hearing only that 
He was the Word, we should fail to consider Him 
as real, whereas the title of Son, designates Him 
as an existing Word, and a substantial Wisdom’.” 
* Athan. de Syn. 41, 


In the same way the Semi-Arian Basil (of Ancyra) speaking 
of such heretics as argued that the Son has no existence separate 
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Availing ourselves of this division, let us first cnap. Ir. 
comment on the appellation of Son, and then on *®¢?: ™ 
that of Word or Reason. on 

1. Nothing can be plainer to the attentive stu- The son. 
dent of Scripture, than that our Lord is there called 
the Son of God, not only in respect of His human 
nature, but of His pre-existent state also. And if 
this be so, the very fact of the revelation of Him as 
such, implies that we are to gather something from 
it, and attach some ideas to our notion of Him, which 
otherwise we should not have attached ; else would 
it not have been made. Taking then the word in 
its most vague sense, so as to admit as little risk 
as possible of forcing the analogy, we seem to gain 
the notion of derivation from God, and therefore, 
of the utter dissimilarity and distance existing be- 
tween Him and all beings except God His Father, 
as if He partook of that unapproachable, incom- 
municable Divine Nature, which is uncreate and 
imperishable. 

But Scripture does not leave us here: in order TEEN 
to fix us in this view, lest we should be perplexed ; 
with another notion of the analogy, derived from 
that adopted sonship, which is ascribed therein to 
created beings, it attaches a characteristic epithet 


from the Father, because He is called the Word, says, ‘ For this 
reason our predecessors, in order to signify that the Son has a 
reality, and is in being, and not a mere word, which comes and 
goes, were obliged to call Him a substance .... For a word has 
no real existence, and cannot be a Son of God, else were there 
many sons.” Epiph. Heer, Ixxiii, 12. 
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cuap. 1. to His name, as descriptive of the peculiar relation 


SECT. III. 


of Him who bears it to the Father. It designates 


——~ Him as the only-begotten Son of God, (novoyerne, 


Corrobora- 
tion from 
Scripture. 


iSvoc,) a term evidently referring, where it occurs, 
to His heavenly nature, and thus becoming the 
inspired comment on the more general title. It is 
true that the yévynaic of our Lord is also applied to 
certain events in His mediatorial history: to His 
resurrection from the dead (cf. Ps. 11. 7. Acts xiil. 
33. Heb. v. 5. Rev. i. 5. Rom. 1. 4.) ; and, according 
to the Fathers', to His original mission in the be- 
ginning of all things to create the world ; and to 
His manifestation in the flesh. Still, granting this, 
the sense of the word povoyevi¢e remains, defined by 
its context to relate to something higher than any 
event occurring in time, however great or bene- 
ficial to the human race. 

Being taken then, as it needs must, to designate 
His original nature, it witnesses most forcibly and 
impressively to that which is peculiar in it, viz. its 
origination from God, and such as to exclude all 
resemblance to any being but Him, whom nothing 
created resembles. Thus, without irreverently and 
idly speculating upon the yévynoic in itself, but con- 
sidering the doctrine as given us as a practical 
direction to our worship and obedience, we may 
accept it in token, that whatever the Father is, 
such is the Son.—There are some remarkable texts 
in Scripture corroborative of this view: e. g: that 


* Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. iii. 9, § 12. 
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in John v. ‘* As the Father hath life in Himself, so yap. 11. 
hath He given to the Son to have life in Himself... sect. ut. 
What things soever the Father doeth, these also 
doeth the Son likewise. For the Father loveth 
the Son, and showeth Him all things that Himself 
doeth... As the Father raiseth up the dead and 
quickeneth them, even so the Son quickeneth 
whom He will... that all men should honour the 
Son even as they honour the Father. He that 
honoureth not the Son, honoureth not the Father 
which hath sent Him.” 

This is the principle of interpretation acknow- The Divine 
ledged by the primitive Church. Its teachers 
warn us against resting in the word yévynoe ; they 
urge us on to seize and use its practical meaning. 
‘* Speculate not upon the divine generation,” says 
Gregory Nazianzen, ‘‘ for it is not safe... let the 
doctrine be honoured silently ; it is a great thing 
for thee to know the fact; the mode, we cannot 
admit that even angels understand, much less 
thou'.” Basil says, ‘‘ Seek not what is inexpli- 
cable, for you will not find... if you will not com- 
ply, but are obstinate, I shall deride you, or rather 
I weep at your daring . . . believe what is revealed, 
seek not what is unrevealed’.”” Athanasius and 
Chrysostom repel the profane inquiry argumenta- 
tively. ‘‘ Such speculators,” the former says, 
‘“‘ might as well investigate, where God is, and 


* Greg. Naz. Orat. xxxv. 29, 30. 
2 Petav. v. 6. §. 2. 
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cap. u. how He is God, and of what nature the Father is. 
seer.1m. But as such questions are irreverent and irreli- 


Profitable 
inference 
from the 

Doctrine. 


gious, so is it also unlawful to venture such 
thoughts about the generation of the Son of God.” 
And Chrysostom; ‘‘ 1 know that He begat the 
Son ; the manner how, I am ignorant of. I know 
that the Holy Spirit is from Him ; how from Him, 
I do not understand. I eat food ; but how this is 
converted into my flesh and blood, I know not. We 
know not these things, which we see every day 
when we eat, yet we meddle with inquiries con- 
cerning the substance of God'.” 

While they thus prohibited speculation, they 
boldly used the doctrine for the purposes for which 
it was given them in Scripture. Thus Justin 
Martyr speaks of Christ as the Son, ‘* who alone 
is literally called by that name ;” and arguing with 
the heathen, he says, ‘‘ Jesus might well deserve 
from His gifts to be called the Son of God, viewed 
as a mere man, i.e. in the sense in which all 
writers speak of God as the Father of divine and 
human natures. But bear with us, though, besides 
this common generation, we ascribe to Him, as the 
Word of God, a derivation from God in a peculiar 
way’. Eusebius of Cesarea, unsatisfactory as he 
is as an authority, has nevertheless well expressed 
the general Catholic view in his attack upon Mar- 
cellus. ‘‘ He who describes the Son as a creature,” 


1 Petav.iv: 6; $22. 
* Bull. Defens. ii. 4. §. 2. 
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he says, ‘‘ does not observe that he is giving Him cuap. 11. 


only the name of Son, and denying the reality ; 
for whatever comes of a created substance, cannot 
truly be the Son of God, more than other things 
which are made. But He who is truly the Son, 
born from God, as from a Father, He may properly 
be called the only-begotten and singularly beloved 
(uovoyernc Kal ayarntoc) of the Father, and there- 
fore He is Himself God!.” This last inference, that 
what is born of God, is God, of course implicitly 
appeals to, and is supported by, the numerous texts 
which expressly call the Son God, and ascribe to 
Him the Divine attributes. 


SECT. III. 


The reverential spirit in which the Fathers held ts 


ions of the 


the doctrine of the yévynote led them to the use Doctrine. 


of other forms of expression, partly taken from 
Scripture, partly not, with a view of signifying 
the fact of the Son’s full participation in the 
divinity of Him who is His Father, without dwel- 
ling on the mode of participation or origination, 


' Euseb. de Eccles. Theol. i. 9, 10. 

* The following are additional specimens from primitive theo- 
logy. Clement calls the Son “ the perfect Word, born of the per- 
fect Father.” Tertullian, after quoting the text, ‘‘ All that the 
Father hath are Mine,” adds, “‘ If so, why should not the Father’s 
titles be His? Since then the God of the Mosaic Law is Al- 
mighty, and the Highest, and the God of Hosts, and the King of 
Israel, and Jehovah, see to it whether the Son also be not signi- 
fied by these names, being in His own right the Almighty God, 
inasmuch as He is the Word of the Almighty God.” Bull. De- 
fens. ii. 6. §. 3. 7. §. 4. 

N 
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tion of the 
Son to the 

Father. 
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on which they dared not speculate’. Such were 
the images of the sun and its radiance, the 
fountain and the stream, the root and its shoots, 
a body and its exhalation, fire and the fire kindled 
from it; all which were used as emblems of the 
sacred mystery, in those points in which it was 
declared in Scripture, viz. the Son’s being from the 
Father, and as such partaker in His divine perfec- 
tions. The first of these is found in Heb. i. where 
our Lord is called ‘‘ the brightness of God’s glory.” 
These illustrations had a further use in their very 
variety, as reminding the Christian that he must 
not dwell on any one of them for its own sake. The 
following passage from Tertullian will show how 
they were applied in the inculcation of the sacred 
doctrine. ‘* Even when a ray is shot forth from 
the sun, though it be but a part from the whole, 
yet the sun is in the ray, inasmuch as it is the ray 
of the sun; nor is its substance separated, but, so 
to say, drawn out. In like manner there is Spirit 
from Spirit, and God from God. As when a light 
is kindled from another, the original light remains 
entire and undiminished, though you borrow from 
it many like itself; so That which proceeds from 
God, is called at once God, and the Son of God, 
and the Two are One®.” 

So much is evidently deducible from what 
Scripture tells us concerning the yévvnoe of the 


* Vid. Athan. ad Scrap. i. 20. 
* Bull. Defens. ii. 7. §. 2. 
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Son ; that there is, (so to express it,) a continuation CHAP. II. 
of the One Infinite Nature of God, a derived divi- s=¢?- 1" 


nity, in the Person of our Lord ; an inference sup- 
ported by the force of the word povoyevnc, and veri- 
fied by the freedom and unsparingness with which 
the Apostles ascribe to Christ the high incommu- 
nicable titles of eternal perfection and glory. 
There is one other notion conveyed to us in the 
doctrine, which must be evident as soon as stated, 
little as may be the practical usefulness of dwelling 
upon it. The very name of Son, and the very idea 
of derivation, imply a certain subordination of the 
Son to the Father, so far forth as we view Him as 
distinct from the Father, or in His Personality ; 
and frequent testimony is borne to the correctness 
of this inference in Scripture, as in the descriptions 
of the Divine Angel in the Old Testament, revived 
in the closing revelations of the New (Rey. viii. 3.) ; 
and in such passages as that above cited from St. 
John’s Gospel. (John v. 19—30.) This is a truth 
which every Christian feels, declares, and acts 
upon; but from piety he would not allow himself to 
reflect on what he does, did not the attack of here- 
sies oblige him. The direct answer of a true reli- 
gious loyalty to any question about the subordina- 
tion of the Son, is that such comparisons are irre- 
verent, that the Son is one with the Father, and 
that unless he honours the Son in all the fulness 
of honour which he ascribes to the Father, he is 
disobeying His express command. It may serve 
as a very faint illustration of the offence given him, 

w 2 


~ 
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cHap.u. to consider the manner in which he would receive 


seer. 1, any question concerning the love which he feels 


Instances 
cited. 


respectively for two intimate friends, or for a bro- 
ther and sister, or for his parents; though here 
the impropriety of the inquiry, arises from the in- 
commensurableness, not the coincidence, of the re- 
spective feelings. But false doctrine forces us to 
analyze our own notions, in order to exclude it. 
Arius argued that, since our Lord was a Son, 
therefore He was not God ; and from that time we 
have been obliged to determine how much we 
grant and what we deny, lest, while praying with- 
out watching, we lose all. Accordingly, orthodox 
theology has since his time worn a different aspect ; 
first, inasmuch as divines have measured what they 
said ; secondly, inasmuch as they have adduced 
the Ante-Nicene language, which by its authors 
was spoken from the heart, not only as real, but as 
intentional testimony in their favour. And thus 
those early teachers have been made appear tech- 
nical, when in fact they have only been reduced to 
system ; e.g. just as in literature what is composed 
freely, is afterwards subjected to the rules of gram- 
marians and critics. This must be taken as an 
apology for the formality of the two following 
pages, and the injustice done in them to the ancient 
writers brought in evidence. 

‘The Catholic doctors,” says Bishop Bull, 
‘‘both before and after the Nicene Council, are 
unanimous in declaring that the Father is greater 
than the Son, even as to divinity ; i. e. not in nature 
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or any essential perfection, which is in the Father cnap. 1. 
and not in the Son, but alone in what may be called sscr. ™. 


authority, that is in point of origin, since the Son 
is from the Father, not the Father from the Son?.” 
Justin, e. g., speaks of the Son as ‘ worshipped 
in the second place after the unchangeable and 
everlasting Creator.” Origen says that “‘ the Son 
is not more powerful than the Father, but subordi- 
nate ; according to His own words, ‘The Father, 
that sent Me, is greater than I.’” This text is 
cited in proof of the same doctrine by the Nicene, 
and Post-Nicene Fathers, Alexander, Athanasius, 
Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Chrysostom, Cyril, and 
others, of whom we may content ourselves with 
the words of Basil: ‘‘Since the origin of being, 


? Bull, Defens. iv. 2.§ 1. Or, again, to take the opinion of 
Petavius as commented on by Cudworth: ‘ Petavius himself, 
expounding the Athanasian creed, writeth in this manner: ‘ The 
Father is in a right Catholic manner affirmed by most of the an- 
cients, to be greater than the Son, and He is commonly said also, 
without reprehension, to be before Him in respect of original.’ 
Whereupon he concludeth the true meaning of that Creed to be 
this, that no Person of the Trinity is greater or less than other in 
respect of the essence of the Godhead common to them all.... 
but that notwithstanding there may be some inequality in them, 
as they are Hic Deus et Heee Persona. Wherefore when Atha- 
nasius, and the other orthodox Fathers, writing against Arius, do 
so frequently assert the equality of all the Three Persons, this is 
to be understood in way of opposition to Arius only, who made 
the Son to be unequal to the Father, as érepovowr.... one being 
God, and the other a creature; they affirming on the contrary, 
that He was equal to the Father, as duoovcwe ... that is, as God 
and not a creature.” Cudw. Intell. Syst. 4. § 36. 
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cHAp. 11. is derived to the Son from the Father, therefore is 

sect. the Father greater, as being the cause and origin ; 

as the Lord has said, ‘My Father is greater than I’ ;” 
and in another place, ‘‘ The Son is second in rank 
to the Father, since He is from Him; and in pre- 
rogatives, inasmuch as the Father is the origin and 
cause of His existence '.” 

ee Accordingly, the primitive writers, with an un- 

ae and suspicious yet reverend explicitness, take for 
granted the essentially ministrative character of the 
vrdoracic or Person of both Son and Spirit, com- 
pared with the Father’s; still of course speaking of 
them as included in the Divine Unity, not as ex- 
ternal to it. Thus Irenzus, clear and undeniable 
as is his orthodoxy, yet declares, that ‘‘ the Father 
is ministered to in all things by His own offspring 
and likeness, the Son and Holy Ghost, the Word 
and Wisdom, of whom all angels are servants and 
subjects.” In like manner, an oirnpecia 1S com- 
monly ascribed to the Son and Spirit, and a pre- 
ceptio, PobAnoic, and Anna to the Father, by 
Justin, lrenzeus, Clement, Origen, and Methodius,* 
altogether in the spirit of the Post-Nicene anthori- 
ties already cited; and without any risk of mislead- 
ing the reader, as soon as the second and third 
Persons are understood to be internal to the Di-— 
vine Mind, connaturalia instrumenta, obedient (at 
most) in no stronger sense, than when the human 


* Justin. Apol. i. 13. 60. Bull. Defens. iv. 2.§ 6.§ 9. Pe- 
tav. ii. 2. § 2. &c. 
* Petav. i. 3. § 7. * Petav. ibid. et seqq. 
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will is said to be directed and influenced by the cuap. u. 
reason. Gregory Nazianzen lays down the same sect. m. 
doctrine with an explanation, in the following sen- ara 
tence : ‘‘It is plain,” he says, ‘‘ that those designs 

which the Father conceives, the Word fulfils ; not 

as a servant, or not entering into them, but with full 
knowledge and a master’s power, and, to speak 

more suitably, as if He were the Father '.” 

The Scriptural and Catholic sense of the word Defect of 


the image 


Son has now been explained; on the other hand, oe 
it is easy to see what was the defect of the image, so. 
and consequent danger in the use of it. First, 
there was an appearance of materiality, the more 
suspiciously to be viewed because there were here- 
sies at the time which denied or neglected the 
spiritual nature of Almighty God. Next, too 
marked a distinction seemed to be drawn between 
the Father and Son, tending to give.a separate 
individuality to each, and so to introduce a kind of 
ditheism ; and here too heresy and philosophy had 
prepared the way for the introduction of the error. 
The Valentinians and Manichees are chargeable 
with both misconceptions. The Eclectics, with the 
latter; being Emanatists, they seem to have con- 
sidered the Son to be both individually distinct 
from the Father, and of an inferior nature.—Against 
these errors we have the following among other 
protests *. 


* Bull. Defens. ii. 13. § 10. 
* In like manner Justin, after saying that the Divine Power 
called the Word is born from the Father, adds, ‘‘ but not by sepa- 
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Protest of 
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Tertullian says, ‘‘ We declare that two are re- 
vealed as God in Scripture, two as Lord; but we 
‘explain ourselves, lest offence should be taken. 


the Fathers They are not called two, in respect of their both 


against it. 


being God, or Lord, but in respect of their being 
Father and Son; and this moreover, not from any 
division in their nature, but from mutual relation, 
the Son being considered by us as included in the 
individuality of the Father'.” Origen also, com- 
menting upon the word amatryacua, in Heb. i. says, 
‘‘Holy Scripture endeavours to give us notions of 
the truth, and to lead us to a refined perception of 
it, by introducing the illustration of breath (azpic, 
Wisd. vii. 25.) This material image has been 
selected, in order to our understanding even in a 
degree, how Christ, who is Wisdom, issues, as 
though the Breath, from the perfection of God 
Himself.» . stig. In like manner from the analogy 
of material objects, He is called a pure and perfect 
Emanation of the Almighty glory (a7éppoa, Wisd. 
ibid.) Both these resemblances most clearly show 
the fellowship of nature between the Son and 
Father. For an emanation seems to be opoovawe, 


ration from Him, («ar’ dxoropjy) as if the Father lost part of Him- 
self, as corporeal substances are not the same before and after 
separation.” ‘ The Son of God,” says Clement, “ never relin- 
quishes His place of watch, not parted or separated off, not passing 
from place to place, but always every where, illimitable, all intellect, 
the perfect radiance of the Father, all intelligence, all-seeing, all- 
hearing, all-knowing, searching the angelic spirits with His Spirit.” 
* Bull Defens. ii. 4. § 3.7. § 5. Petay. i. 4. § 1. 
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i, e. one with that of which it is the emanation.” cHap. u. 

And to guard still more strongly against any mis- seer. m1. 

conception of the real drift of the illustration, he” 

cautions his readers against ‘‘ those absurd fictions 

which give the notion of certain literal extensions 

in the Divine nature ; as if they would distribute it 

into parts, and divide the Father, if they could ; 

whereas to entertain even the light suspicion of this, 

is not only extremely impious, but foolish also, nay, 

not even intelligible at all, that an incorporeal 

nature should be capable of division '.” 
2. To meet this misconception to which the word De 

Son gave rise, the ancient Fathers availed them- 

selves of the other chief appellation given to our 

Lord in Scripture. The Logos or Sophia, the 

Word, Reason, or Wisdom of God, is only by St. 

John distinctly applied to Christ ; but both before 

his time and by his contemporary Apostles it is 

used in that ambiguous sense, half literal, half 

evangelical, which, when it is once known to belong 


e 


to our Lord, guides us to the right interpretation of 
the metaphor. E.g. when St. Paul declares that 
‘«the Word of God is alive and active, and keener 
than a two-edged sword, and so piercing as to 
separate soul and spirit, joints and nerves, and a 
judge of our thoughts and designs, and a witness 


9? 


of every creature,” it is scarcely possible to decide 
whether the revealed law of God be spoken of, or 


the Eternal Son. On the whole it would appear 


* Bull Defens. ii. 9, § 19. 
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cuap. u. that our Lord is called the Word or Wisdom of 
sect. ut. God in two respects; first, to denote His essential 
presence in the Father, in as full a sense as the 
attribute of wisdom is essential to Him ; secondly, 
His mediatorship, as the Interpreter or Word be- 
tween God and His creatures. No appellation, 
surely, could have been more appositely bestowed, 
in order to counteract the notions of materiality and 
distinct individuality, and beginning of existence, 
which the title of the Son was likely to introduce 
into the Catholic doctrine. Accordingly, after 
the words lately cited, Origen uses it, (or a meta- 
phor like it,) for this very purpose. Having men- 
tioned the absurd idea, which had prevailed, of 
parts or extensions in the Divine nature, he pro- 
ceeds: ‘‘ Rather, as will proceeds out of the mind, 
and neither tears the mind, nor is itself separated 
or divided from it, in some such manner must we 
conceive that the Father has begotten the Son, who 
is His Image.”” Elsewhere he says, ‘‘ It were 
impious and perilous, merely because our intellect 
is weak, to deprive God, as far as our words go, 
of His only-begotten co-eternal Word, viz. the 
wisdom in which He was blessed. (Prov. viii. 30.) 
We might as well conceive that He was not for 
ever blessed’.”’ Hence it was usual to declare, 
that to deny the eternity of our Lord was all one as 
saying that Almighty God was once adoyoc, without 
intelligence: e.g. Athenagoras says, that the Son 


? Bull Defens. iii. 3. § 1. 
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is ‘‘ the first offspring of the Father; not as made, cuar. 1. 
for God being Mind Eternal, had from the begin- sect o- 
ning reason (roy Xéyov) in Himself, being eternally = 
intellectual (Aoyxoc) ; but that He is so, as issuing 

forth (wpoc\0ev) upon the chaotic mass as the Rule 

and the Agent of creation (ida kai evéoyaa').” The 

same interpretation of the sacred figure is continued 

after the Nicene Council; e. g. Basil says, ‘If 

Christ be the Power of God, and the Wisdom, and 

these be uncreate and co-eternal with God, (for He 

never was without wisdom and power,) then, Christ 

is uncreate and co-eternal with God ?.” 

But here again the metaphor was necessarily ee 
imperfect ; and, if pursued, open to misconception. 
Its obvious tendency was to obliterate the notion of 
the Son’s Personality, i. e. to introduce Sabellian- 
ism. Something resembling this was the error of 
Paulus of Samosata and Marcellus ; who, from the 
fleeting and momentary character of a word spoken, 
inferred that the Divine Word was but the tempo- 
rary manifestation of God’s glory in the man Christ. 
And it was to counteract this tendency, i. e. to 
witness against it, that the Fathers speak of Him 
as the évurooratoc \oyoc, the permanent, real, and 
living Word. 

3. The above is a sketch of the primitive doc- phate 
trine concerning Christ’s divine nature, as contained 
in the two chief appellations which are ascribed to 
Him in Scripture. The ideas they convey may be 


* Bull Defens, iii. 5. § 2. 4 Petav. vi. 9. § 2. 
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cuap.11. denoted by the symbols é Ocov, and év Oe; as though 


sect. He were so derived from the simple Unity of God 


as in no respect to be divided or extended from it, 
(to speak metaphorically,) but to inhere within His 
mysterious individuality. Of these two conditions 
of the doctrine, however, the divinity of Christ, 
and the unity of God, the latter was much more 
earnestly insisted on in the early times. The 
divinity of our Lord was, on the whole, too plain a 
truth to dispute ; but in proportion as it was known 
to the heathen, it would seem to them to involve 
this consequence,—that, much as the Christians 
spoke against polytheism, yet, after all, they did 
admit a polytheism of their own instead of the 
Pagan. Hence the anxiety of the Apologists, 
while they assail the heathen creed on this ac- 
count, to defend their own against a similar charge. 
Thus Athenagoras, in the passage lately referred 
to, says; ‘‘ Let no one ridicule the notion that God 
has a Son. For we have not such thoughts either 
about God the Father or the Son as your poets, 
who, in their mythologies, make the gods no better 
than men. But the Son of God is the Word of the 
Father .... the Father and the Son being one. 
The Son being in the Father, and the Father in 
the Son, in the unity and power of the Spirit, the 
Son of God is the Mind and Word of the Father.” 
Accordingly, the divinity of the Son being as- 
sumed, the early writers are earnest in protecting 
the doctrine of the Unity ; protecting it both from 
the materialism of dividing the Godhead, and the 
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paganism of separating the Son and Spirit from the cuap. 11. 
Father. And to this purpose they made both the seer m. 


ex Ocov and the & Oem subservient, in-a manner 


which shall now be shown. 

First the ev 0e.—It is the clear declaration of 
Scripture, which we must receive without ques- 
tioning, that the Son and Spirit are in the one 
God, and He in Them. There is that remarkable 
text in John i.(which says that the Son is ‘‘ in the 
bosom of the Father.” In another place it is said 
that ‘‘ the Son is in the Father and the Father in 
the Son.” (John xiv. 11.) And elsewhere the 
Spirit of God is compared to ‘‘ the spirit of a man 
which is in him.” (1 Cor. ii. 11.) This is, in the 
theological language, the doctrine of the zeuyo- 
noc, or circumincessio ; which was used from the 
earliest times on the authority of Scripture, as a 
safeguard and witness of the Divine Unity. A 
passage from Athenagoras to this purpose has just 
been cited. Clement has the following doxology 
at the end of his Christian Instructor. <‘‘ To the 
only God, who is Father and Son, Son and Father, 
Son our guide and teacher, with the Holy Spirit 
also, in all things One, in whom are all things.... 
to Him be glory now and for ever.” And Gregory 
of Neocesarea declares, ‘‘ In the Trinity there is 
nothing created, nothing subservient, nothing of 
foreign nature, as if absent from it once, and after- 
wards added. The Son never failed the Father, 
nor the Spirit the Son, but the Trinity remains 
evermore unchangeable, unalterable.”’ These au- 
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thorities belong to the early Alexandrian school. 
The Ante-Nicene school of Rome is still more ex- 
plicit. Dionysius of Rome says, ‘‘ We must neither 
distribute into three deities the awful and divine 
Unity, nor diminish the dignity and infinite ma- 
jesty of our Lord by the notion of His being a crea- 
ture, but we must put our trust in God the Father 
Almighty, and in Christ Jesus His Son, and in the 
Holy Spirit ; and believe that the Word is ever one 
by nature with the Supreme God. For He says, I 
and the Father are One; and, I am in the Father, 
and the Father in Me. For thus the Divine Trinity 
and the holy doctrine of the Unity will be safe’.” 
This doctrine of the coinherence, as protecting the 
Unity without intrenching on the perfections of the 
Son and Spirit, may even be called the character- 
istic of Catholic Trinitarianism, as opposed to all 
counterfeits, whether philosophical, Arian, or Ori- 
ental. One Post-Nicene statement of it shall be 
added. ‘‘ If any one truly receive the Son,” says 
Basil, ‘* he will find that He brings with Him on 
one hand His Father, on the other the Holy Spirit. 
For neither can He be severed from the Father, 
who is ever of and in the Father; nor again dis- 


* Shortly before he had used the following stronger expres- 
sions: }v@o0a yap avaykn TO OEM roy bdwy TOY DEtoy Néyor* 
éuditoxwpety O& TP Oe~ Kal évCcarrgobar dei TO ayy mredpa. 
The Ante-Nicene African school is as express as the Roman. 
Tertullian says, “ Connexus Patris in Filio, et Filii in Para- 
cleto, tres efficit coheerentes, qui tres unum sint, non unus.” Bull. 
Defens. ii. 6. § 4. 12. § 1. 11. § i. iv. 4. § 10. 
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united from His own Spirit, who operates all things cmap. m. 


by means of It. ... For we must not conceive sepa- 
ration or division in any way; as if either the Son 
could be supposed without the Father, or the Spirit 
disunited from the Son. But there is discovered 
between them some ineffable and incomprehensible, 
both union and distinction '.” 

Secondly, as the ev Oe led the Fathers to the 
doctrine of the TEPLYWONSIC, so did the ék @cov to that 
of the povapyia ; still, with the one object of pro- 
testing against all appearance of Polytheism in 
their creed. Even the heathen had shown a dis- 
position, designedly or from a spontaneous feeling, 
to trace all their deities up to one Principle or apyn; 
as is evident by their Theogonies’?. Much more 
did it become that true religion, which prominently 
put forth the Unity of God, jealously to guard its 
language, lest it should seem to admit the exist- 


’ Petay. iv. 16.§ 9. The Semi-arian creed, called praxpdareyoc, 
drawn up at Antioch A. p. 345, which is in parts unexceptionable 
in point of orthodoxy, contains the following striking exposition 
of the Catholic notion of the reptym@pnare. “ Though we affirm 
the Son to have a distinct existence and life as the Father has, 
yet we do not therefore separate Him from the Father, inventing 
place and distance between Their union after a corporeal manner. 
For we believe that they are united without medium or interval, 
and are inseparable.” And then follow words to which our 
language is unequal: édov pev rov taTpd¢ éveorepvicpévov Td 
vidv' ddov O€ rov viod éLnprnpévov Kal mpoawepuKdroe TP Tarpi, 
kal pdvov Toic TaTpworg KOATOLE dvaTavop_EevoU Ouvesoc. Bull. 
Defens. iv. 4. § 9. 

? Cudw. Intell. Syst. 4. § 13. 
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CHAP. II. ence of a variety of original Principles. It is said 

sect. ut to have been the doctrine of the Marcionists and 

- Manichees, that there were three unconnected in- 
dependent Beings in the Divine nature. Scripture 
and the Church avoid the appearance of tritheism, 
by tracing back, (if we may so say,) the infinite 
perfections of the Son and Spirit to Him whose 
Son and Spirit They are.—They are, so to express _ 
it, but the new manifestation and repetition of the 
Father ; there being no room for numeration or 
comparison between Them, nor any resting-place 
for the contemplating mind, till They are referred to 
Him in whom They centre. On the other hand, in 
naming the Father, we imply the Son and Spirit, 
whether They be named or not’. Without this key, 
the language of Scripture is perplexed in the ex- 
treme. Let 1 John v. 20. be taken as an example; 
or again, |] Cor. xii. 4—6. John xiv. 16—18. xvi. 
7—15. Hence it is, that the Father is called ‘“‘ the 
only God,” at atime when our Lord’s name is also 
mentioned, John xvii. 3. 1 Tim. i. 16, 17. as if the 
Son was but the reiteration of His Person who is in 
heaven, and therefore not to be contrasted to Him 
in the way of number. The Creed, called the 
Apostles’, follows this mode of stating the doctrine ; 
the title of God standing in the opening against the 
Father’s name, while the Son and Spirit are in- 
troduced as developments, (so to say,) of and in the 
one Eternal Principle. The Nicene Creed, com- 


" Athan. ad Serap. i. 14. 
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monly so called, directed as it is against the im- cnap. 1. 
pugners both of the Son’s and of the Spirit’s seer 


divinity, nevertheless observes the same rule even 
in a stricter form, beginning with a confession of 
the ‘‘ one God.” Whether or not this mode of 
speaking was designed in Scripture to guard the 
doctrine of the Unity from all verbal infringement, 
(and there seems evidence that it was so, e. g. 
1 Cor. viii. 5, 6,) it certainly was used for this pur- 
pose in the primitive Church. Thus Tertullian 
says, that it is a mistake ‘‘ to suppose that the 
number and arrangement of the Trinity is a di- 
vision of its Unity; inasmuch as the Unity draw- 
ing out the Trinity from itself, is not destroyed 
by it, but is subserved'.”’ Novatian, in like man- 
ner, says, ‘‘ God originating from God, so as to be 
the Second Person, yet not interfering with the 
Father’s right to be called the one God. For, had 
He not been derived, then indeed when compared 
with Him who is underived, He would seem, from 
the appearance of equality in both, to make two 


underived, and therefore two Gods’.” 


* Again he says, that ‘‘ the Trinity descending from the Fa- 
ther by closely-knit and connected steps, both is consistent with 
the monarchia (Unity), and preserves the economia (Trinity).” 

? Petav. Preef. 5. §. 1. iii. 1. §. 8. Dionysius of Alexandria 
implies the same doctrine, when he declares; ‘‘ We extend the 
indivisible Unity into the Trinity, and again we concentrate the 
indestructible Trinity into the Unity.” And Hilary, to take a Post- 
Nicene authority, ‘‘ We do not detract from the Father, His being 


the one God, when we say also that the Son is God. For there is 
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Accordingly it is impossible to worship One of 
the Divine Persons, without worshipping the Others 
also. In praying to the Father, we only arrive at 
His mysterious presence through His Son and 
Spirit; and in praying to the Son and Spirit, we 
are necessarily carried on beyond them to the 
source of Godhead from which They are derived. 
We see this in the very form of many of the received 
addresses to the Blessed Trinity ; in which, without 
intended reference to the mediatorial scheme, the 
Son and Spirit seem, even in the view of the 
Divine Unity, to take a place in our thoughts 
between the Father and His creatures; as in the 
ordinary doxologies ‘‘to the Father through the 
Son and by the Spirit,” or ‘to the Father and 
Son in the unity of the Holy Ghost.” 

This gives us an insight into the force of expres- 
sions, common with the primitive Fathers, but 
bearing, in the eyes of inconsiderate observers, a 
refined and curious character. They call the Son, 
‘“God of God, Light of Light,” &c. much more 
frequently than simply God, in order to anticipate 
in the very form of words, the charge or the risk 
of ditheism. Hence, also, the illustrations of the 


God from God, one from one; therefore one God, because God 
from Himself. On the other hand, the Son is not on that account 
the less God, because the Father is the one God. For the only- 
begotten Son of God is not underived, so as to detract from the 
Father His being the one God, nor for any other reason God, but 
because He is born of God.” Vide also Athan. de Sent. Dionys. 
17. Bull Defens. iv. 4. §. 7. 


VARIATIONS IN THE ANTE-NICENE STATEMENTS, 195 


sun and his rays, &c. were in such repute ; viz. as CHAP. IL. 
containing, not only a description, but also a ‘°™ ™ 
defence of the Catholic doctrine. Thus Hippolytus 
says, ‘‘ When I say that the Son is distinct from 
the Father, I do not speak of two Gods ; but, as it 
were, light of light, and the stream from the foun- 
tain, and a ray from the sun'.” It was the same 
reason which led the Fathers to insist upon the 


doctrine of the yévenotc. 


SECTION IV. 


VARIATIONS IN THE ANTE-NICENE THEOLOGICAL 
STATEMENTS. 


Tuere will, of course, be differences of opinion, s=¢t- ¥- 
in deciding how much of the ecclesiastical doctrine, ob as oe 
as above described, was derived from direct Aposto- £"% °° 
lical Tradition, and how much was the result of in- 
tuitive spiritual perception in scripturally-informed 
and deeply religious minds. Yet it does not seem 
too much to affirm, that copious as it may be in 
theological terms, yet hardly one can be pointed 
out which is not found or strictly implied in the 
New Testament itself. And indeed so much per- 
haps will be granted by all who have claim to be 


considered Trinitarians ; the objections, which some 


* Bull Defens. iy. 4. §. 5. 
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among them may be disposed to raise, lying rather 
against its alleged over-exactness in systematizing 
Scripture, than against the truths themselves which 
are contained in it. But it should be remembered, 
that it is we in after times who systematize the 
statements of the Fathers, which, as they occur in 
their works, are for the most part as natural and 
unpremeditated as those of the inspired volume 
itself. If the more exact terms and phrases of any 
writer be brought together, 1. e. a writer who has 
fixed principles at all, of course they will appear 
technical and severe. We count the words of the 
Fathers, and measure their sentences ; and so con- 
vert doxologies into creeds. That we do so, that 
the Church has done so more or less from the 
Nicene Council downwards, is the fault of those 
who have obliged us, those who, ‘‘ while men 
slept,” have ‘‘ sowed tares among the wheat.” 
This remark applies to the statements brought 
together in the last section, from the early writers : 
which, even though generally subservient to certain 
important ends, as e. g. the maintenance of the 
Unity of God, &c. are still on the whole written 
freely and devotionally. But now the discussion 
passes on to that more intentional systematizing on 
the part of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, which, un- 
avoidable as it was, yet because it was in a measure 
conventional, was ambiguous, and in consequence 
afforded .an apparent countenance to the Arian 
heresy. It often becomes necessary to settle the 
phraseology of divinity, in points, where the chief 
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problem is, to select the clearest words to express CHAP. IL. 
notions in which all agree ; or to find the proposition s®¢?- 'v- 
which will best fitin with, and connect, anumber— 
of received doctrines. E. g. the Calvinists dispute 
among themselves whether or not God wills the 
damnation of the non-elect; both parties agree in 
doctrine, they doubt how their own meaning may 
be best expressed'. However clearly we see, and 
firmly we grasp the truth, we have a natural fear of 
the appearance of inconsistency ; nay, a becoming 
fear of misleading others by our inaccuracy of lan- 
guage ; and especially when our words have been 
misinterpreted by opponents, are we anxious to 
guard against such an inconvenience in future. 
There are two characteristics of opinions subjected 
to this intellectual scrutiny ; first, they are variously 
expressed during the process ; secondly, they are 
expressed technically, at the end of it. Now, to 
exemplify this in certain Ante-Nicene statements of 
the great Catholic doctrine. 

1. The word ayévyyrov, was the philosophical 
term to denote that which had existed from eter- 
nity. It had accordingly been applied by Aris- 
totle to the world or to matter, which was accord- 
ing to his system without beginning; and by 
Plato to his ideas. Now since, the Divine Word 
was according to Scripture yevynroc, He could not 
be called ayévunroc, ( everlasting ), without a verbal 
contradiction. In process of time a distinction was 


The 
ayévynroy. 


‘ Vid. another instance infra. ch. v. §. 2. 
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made between ayévntoc and ayévynroc, (uncreate and 
unbegotten) ; so that the Son might be said to be 
ayeyntwo yevvytoc. The argument, arising from 
this perplexity of language, is urged by Arius him- 
self; who ridicules the ayevynroyevéc, which he con- 
ceives must be ascribed, according to the orthodox 
creed, to the Son of God'. Some years afterwards, 
the same was the palmary, or rather the essential 
argument of Eunomius, the champion of the Ano- 
meeans. 

2. The dvapyov, (the uncaused or unoriginate). 
According to the doctrine of the povapyia, as al- 
ready explained, the Father alone is the apyn, and 
the Son and Spirit are not apyai. The heresy of the 
Tritheists, made it necessary to insist upon this. 
Hence the condemnation, in the (so called) Apos- 
tolical Canons, of those who baptized se rosie avap- 
xoue, ‘in the name of Three unoriginate”.” And 
Athanasius, (e. g.) says ‘‘ We do not teach three 
Principles, (apyai,) as our illustration shows; for 
we do not speak of three Suns, but of the Sun and 
its radiance *.”” For the same reason the early wri- 
ters spoke of the Father as the wnyn Scornroc. At the 
same time, lest they should in word dishonour the 
Son, they ascribed to Him avapyoe yévynore *. Thus 
Alexander, the first champion of orthodox truth 
against Arius, in his letter to his namesake of By- 
zantium: ‘‘ We must reserve to the unbegotten 


* Vid. infra § 5. * Bull, Defens, iv. i. § 6. 
* Cudw. Intell. Syst. 4. § 36. * Suicer. Symb. Nicen. ce. viii. 
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Father His peculiar prerogative, confessing that cap. 11. 
His existence is from none, and to the Son we sect 1. 


must pay the due honour, attributing to Him riv 


dvapy ov yévynow ; and, as we have said already, 
paying Him worship, so as ever to speak of Him 
piously and reverently as ‘ pre-existent, ever-living,’ 
and ‘before the worlds.’”” This distinction how- 
ever, as might be expected, was but partially re- 
ceived among the Catholics. Contrasted with all 
created beings, the Son and Spirit are of necessity 
unoriginate, or avapyou in the Unity of the Father. 
Clement, e. g. applies the following forcible ex- 
pressions to the Son; he calls Him, ri ayeovor, 


ow | , ae ‘ ~ , BMS h > 
avapyoyv, ANXNY TE Kal ATADYHY TWY TAYTWY 5 the ever- 


lasting, unoriginate, origin and type of all things.’’) 
It was not till they became alive to the seeming 
ditheism of such phrases, which the Sabellian con- 
troversy was sure to charge upon them, that they 
learned the accurate discrimination observed by 
Alexander. On the other hand, when the Arian 
contest urged them in the contrary direction to 
Sabellius, then they returned more or less to the 
original language of Clement, though with a fuller 
explanation of their own meaning. Gregory Nys- 
sen, gives the following plain account of the varia- 
tions of their practice: ‘‘ Whereas the word apyn 
has many significations .... sometimes we say 
that the appellation of the uncaused (avapyoc,) is 
not unsuitable to the Son. For when it is taken 
to mean derivation of existence from no origin, (un 
é£ airtov rwoc,) this indeed we ascribe to the Father 
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alone. But according to the other senses of the 
word, since creation, time, the order of the world 
are referred to a cause, (apy), in respect of these 
we ascribe to the only-begotten, superiority to any 
cause ; so as to believe Him to be beyond creation, 
time, and system, through whom were made all 
things. And thus we confess Him, who is not un-— 
originate (y) dvapyov,) in regard to His Person 
(rie Urocracewe,) in all other respects to be unori- 
einate, i. e. uncaused, (exe 7rO avapyov); and, 
while the Father is unoriginated and unbegotten, 
the Son to be unoriginated in the sense explained, 
yet not unbegotten '.” 

The word airioc used in this passage, as a sub- 
stitute for that use of apy which peculiarly applies 
to the Father as the any Oedrnroc, is found as early 
as the time of Justin Martyr, who in his dialogue 
with Trypho, declares the Father is to the Son the 
airioc Tov Elva } and it was resumed by the Post- 
Nicene writers, when the Arian controversy was 
found to turn in no small degree on the exact ap- 
plication of such terms. Gregory Nazianzen, e. g. 
says, ‘‘ We shall keep to the doctrine of one God, 
if we do but refer the Son and Spirit to one origin 


RN ” 2\ 
(ete €v alTLOoV » 


' Gregory Nazianzen says the same more concisely; 6 vide, 
édv we airwy rov warépa NapPavyc, obK vapxoc* dpxn yap viow 
marnp, w¢ airwc. Bull, Defens. iv. 2. § 8. 1.§ 3. Petav. i. 4. 
§ 1. Suicer. ibid. 

* However, here too we have a variation in the use of the word ; 
«irvoc being sometimes applied to the Son in the sense of dpxi. 
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3. The Ante-Nicene history of the word opootaor, 
which the Council of Niceea adopted as its test, will 
introduce a more important discussion. 

It is a peculiarity of revelation, that it clears up 
all doubts as to the existence of God, as separate 
from, and independent of nature; and shows us 
that the course of the world depends not merely 
on a system, but on a Being, real, living, and in- 
dividual. What we ourselves witness, evidences 
to us the operation of laws, physical and moral ; 
but it leaves uncertain, whether or not the princi- 
ple of these be a mere nature or fate, whether the 
life of all things be a mere anima mundi, a spirit 
connatural with the body in which it acts, or an 
Agent powerful to make or unmake, to change or 
supersede, according to His will. It is here that 
revelation supplies the deficiency of philosophical 
religion ; miracles are its emblem, as well as its 
credentials, forcing on the imagination the existence 
of an irresponsible self-dependent Being, as well 
as recommending a particular message to the rea- 
son. This great truth, conveyed in the very cir- 
cumstances under which revelation was given, is 
explicitly recognised in its doctrine. Among other 
modes of inculcating it, may be named the appel- 
lation under which Almighty God disclosed Him- 
self to the Israelites ; Jehovah, (or as the Septuagint 


The Latin word answering to it, is sometimes causa, more com- 
monly principium or auctor. Bull, Defens. iv. i. § 2. §4. Petav. 
vy. 5. § 10. 
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cuap. 11. translate it, 6 év) being an expressive appellation 
srcr.v. of Him, who is essentially separate from those va- 


riable and perishable substances, which creation 
presents to our observation. Accordingly, the 
description of the Supreme Being as ro ov, or in 
other words, the doctrine of the ovsta of God, be- 
came familiar to the minds of the primitive Christ- 
ians; as embodying the spirit of the Scriptures, 
and indirectly witnessing against the characteristic 
error of pagan philosophy, which considered the 
Divine Mind, not as a reality, but as a mere ab- 
stract name, or generalised law of nature, or at 
best as a mere mode, principle, or an animating 
soul, not a Being external to creation, and pos- 
sessed of individuality. Cyril of Alexandria de- 
fines ovcta to be woaypa avlbrapxroy, pn Seomevov 
éTEpov Tpoc TV EaUTOU oUcTacW F “ that which has 
existence in itself, independent of every thing else 
to fix its reality ;” i. e. an individual being. This 
sense of the word must be carefully borne in mind, 
since it was not the sense given to it by the philo- 
sophers; among whom it stood for the genus or 
species, not the individual, i. e. not the unum nu- 
mero, (as logicians speak,) but the ens unum in 
multis ; which latter sense of course it could not 
bear when applied to the One Unapproachable 
God. The word, thus appropriated to the service of 
the God of revelation, was from the earliest date used 
to give reality and subsistence to the Son; and no 


* Suicer. Thesaur. verb. ovofa. 
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word could be less metaphorical and more precise cuar. 11. 
for this purpose, although the Platonists chose to sect. wv. 
refine, and from an affectation of reverence called 
God wzepvicwc'. Justin Martyr, e. g. speaks of 
heretics, who considered that God put forth and 
withdrew His Logos when it pleased Him, as if He 
were an influence, not a Person’, somewhat in the 
sense afterwards adopted by Paulus of Samosata 
and others. To meet this error, he speaks of Him 
as inseparable from the ovcta of the Father ; 1. e. in 
order to exclude all such evasions of Scripture, as 
might represent the man Christ as inhabited by a 
divine glory, power, nature, and the like; and 
which in reality lead to the conclusion that He is 
not God at all. 

For this purpose the word epoovstov was brought into ieee 
use among Christian writers ; viz. to express the real 
divinity of Christ, and that, as derived from, and one 
with the Father’s. Here again, as in the instance 
of its root, the word was adopted from the necessity 
of the case, in a sense different from the ordinary 
philosophical use of it. “Opootowwe properly means of 
the same nature, i. e. under the same general nature, 


or species ; 1. e. is applied to things, which are but 
similar to each other, and are considered as one by 
an abstraction of our minds. Thus Aristotle speaks 
of the stars being opoovc. with each other; and 
Porphyry, of the souls of brute animals being 


1 Petav. iv. 5. §. 8. 
? Justin. Tryph. 128. 
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opoovoia to ours'. When, however, it was used in 
relation to the incommunicable Essence of God, 
there was obviously no abstraction possible in con- 
templating Him, who is above all comparison with 
His works. His nature is solitary, peculiar to 
Himself, and one; so that whatever was accounted 
to be opuootowe with Him, was necessarily included 
in His individuality, by all who would avoid recur- 
ring to the vagueness of philosophy, and were cau- 
tious to distinguish between the incommunicable 
Essence of Jehovah and all created intelligences. 
And hence the fitness of the term to denote with- 
out metaphor the relation which the Logos bore in 
the orthodox creed to His eternal Father. Its use 
is explained by Athanasius as follows. ‘‘ Though,” 
he says, ‘‘ we cannot understand what is meant by 
the ovcia of God, yet we know as much as this, that 
God exists (civat), which is the way in which Serip- 
ture speaks of Him; and after this pattern, when 
we wish to designate Him distinctly, we say God, 
Father, Lord. When then He says in Scripture, 
‘Iam o éy,’ and ‘I am Jehovah, God,’ or uses 
the plain word ‘God,’ we understand by such 
statements nothing but His incomprehensible ovsia, 
and that He, who is there spoken of, exists (éoriv). 
Let no one then think it strange, that the Son of 
God should be said to be é& rye ovelac tov Seov, of 
the substance of God ; rather, let him agree to the 
explanation of the Nicene fathers, who, for the 
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words ex Yov, substituted the e« rn¢e ovoiac. They cHaP. I. 
considered the two phrases substantially the same, *=®¢™- 1v- 
because, as I have said, the word God denotes no-  — 
thing but the ovcia avrov rov dyroc. On the other 
hand, if the Word be not in such sense ¢é row 
Y0v, as to be the true Son of the Father according 
to His nature, but be said to be é rov Sov, merely 
as all creatures are such as being His work, then 
indeed He is not x ric ovotac tov warpoc, nor Son 
kar ovoiay, but so called from His virtue, as we may 
be, who receive the title from grace '.” 

The term opoovetoe is first employed for this pur- eget 
pose by the author of the Tomavdonc, a Christian 
of the beginning of the second century. Next it 
occurs in several writers in the end of the second 
and the beginning of the third. . In Tertullian, the 
equivalent phrase, unius substantiz, is applied to 
the Trinity. In Origen’s comment on the Hebrews, 
the ouootoov of the Son is deduced from the figu- 
rative title awatyaoua, there given Him. In the 
same age, it was employed by various writers, 
bishops and historians, as we learn from the testi- 
monies of Eusebius and Athanasius. But at this 
era, a change took place in the use of it and 
other similar words, which is next to be explained. 

The oriental doctrine of Emanations was at a tts recep- 
very early period combined with the Christian Oriental a 

: ; theology. 

theology. According to the system of Vaientinus, 


a Gnostic heresiarch, who flourished in the early 
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cHap. 11. part of the second century, the Supreme Intelligence 


src. v. of the world gave existence to a line of Spirits or 


Eons ; who were all more or less partakers of His 
nature, i. e. of a nature specifically the same, and 
included in His glory (wAnpwpya), though indivi- 
dually separate from the true and sovereign Deity. 
It is obvious, that such a doctrine as this abandons 
the great revealed principle above described, the 
incommunicable character and individuality of the 
Divine Essence. It considers all spiritual beings 
as like God, in the same sense that one man resem- 
bles or has the same nature as another; and 
accordingly it was at liberty to apply, and did 
actually apply, to the Creator and His creatures the 
word oxootcor, in the philosophical sense which the 
word originally bore. We have evidence in the 
work of Irenzus that the Valentinians did thus 
employ it. The Manichees followed, about a cen- 
tury later; they too were Kmanatists, and spoke of 
the human soul as being opoovowv rw Op, of one 
substance with God. Their principles evidently 
allowed of a kind of Trinitarianism ; the Son and 
Spirit being considered Eons of a superior order to 
the rest, onootcra with God because Eons, but one 
with God in no sense which was not true also of the 
soul of man. It is said, moreover, that they were 
materialists ; and used the word opoovoov in the 
still grosser meaning in which it may be applied to 
different vessels or instruments, wrought out from 
some one mass of metal or wood. However, 
whether this was so or not, it is plain that any 
4 
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how the word in question would become unsuitable cuap. u. 


to express the Catholic doctrine, in proportion as 
the ears of Christians were familiarized to the 
terms employed in the Gnostic and Manichean 
theologies. 

The history of the word rpofody is parallel to that 
of the opootowv'. It properly means any thing 
which proceeds, or is sent forth from the substance 
of another, as the fruit of a tree, or the rays of the 
sun; in Latin it is translated by prolatio, emissio, 
or editio, or what is now expressed by the word 
development. Accordingly Justin employed it, or 
rather the cognate phrase rpoBAnfiv yévyvnua, to 
designate what Cyril calls above the atimapxrov, 
the reality of existence, of the Son, in opposition to 
the evasions in the system of Samosatenus, Sabel- 
lius, and the rest. Tertullian does the same; but 
by that time, Valentinus had given it a material 
signification. Hence Tertullian is obliged to apo- 
logize for using it, when writing against Praxeas, 
the forerunner of the Sabellians. ‘‘ Can the Word 
of God,” he asks, ‘‘ be unsubstantial, who is called 
the Son, who is even called God? He is said to be 
in the form of God. Is not God a substance, Spirit 
though He be? .... His substantial Word then, 
I call a Person, and the Son; and being such, He 
comes next to the Father. Let no one suppose that 
I am bringing in the notion of any such rpoPoA7 as 
Valentinus imagined, drawing out his Eons the one 
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cuap.11. from the other. Why must I give up the word in 
srr. v. a right sense, because heresy uses it in a wrong! 
~ besides, heresy borrowed it from us, and has turned 
truth intoalie..... This is the difference between 
the uses of it. Valentinus separates his probole 
from their Father; they know Him not. But we 
hold that the Son alone knows the Father, reveals — 
Him, performs His will; in one sense, is a Spirit 
within Him. He is ever in the Father, as He has 
said ; ever with God, as it is written ; never sepa- 
rated from Him, for He and the Father are one. 
This is the true probole, sent forth not divided 
off'.”” Soon after Tertullian thus defended his use 
of the word zeoBoA7, Origen in another part of the 
Church gave it up, or rather assailed it, in argu- 
ment with Candidus, a Valentinian. ‘‘ The Fa- 
ther,” he says, ‘‘ though individual and simple, 
yet becomes the Father of the Son, not by develop- 
ment, (wpoBa\Awv) as some suppose ; for if so, 
(zeoBoAn) both Father and Son were of a material 
nature’.”” Here we see two writers, with exactly 
the same theological creed before them, taking 
opposite views as to the propriety of using a word 

which heresy had corrupted. 
oe Though Origen gave up the word zeoPorn, yet 
our. he used the word opoovcwc, as has already been 
mentioned. But shortly after his death, his pupils 
abandoned it at the celebrated Council held at 
Antioch, (a. p. 264) against Paulus of Samosata. 


* Tertull. in Prax. §. 8. ? Beausobre, ibid. 
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When they would have used it as a test, this cap.u. 
heretic craftily objected to it on the very ground on Scr. rv. 


which Origen had surrendered the zeoBory. He 
urged that, if Father and Son were of one substance, 
omoovo.nr, there was some common ovcia in which 
they partook, and which consequently was distinct 
from and prior to the Divine Persons themselves ; a 
wretched sophism, which of course could not deceive 
Firmilian and Gregory, but which, being adapted 
to perplex weak minds, might decide them on 
withdrawing the word. It is remarkable too, that 
the Council was held about the time when Manes 
appeared on the borders of the Antiochene Patriar- 
chate. The disputative school of Paulus pur- 
sued the advantage thus gained; and from that 
time used the charge of materialism as a weapon 
for attacking all sound expositions of Scripture 
truth. Having extorted from the Catholics the 
condemnation of a word long known in the Church, 
almost found in Scripture, and less figurative and 
material in its meaning than any which could be 
selected, and objectionable only as used by here- 
tics, they employed this concession as a ground of 
attacking expressions more directly metaphorical, 
taken from visible objects, and sanctioned by less 
weighty authority. In a letter which shall after- 
wards be cited, Arius charges the Catholics with 
teaching the errors of Valentinus and Manes; and 
in another of the original Arian documents, Euse- 
bius of Nicomedia, maintains in like manner that 
their doctrine involves the materiality of the Divine 
P 
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Nature. Thus they were gradually silencing the 
Church by a process which legitimately led to Pan- 
theism, when the Alexandrians gave the alarm, and 
nobly stood forward in defence of the faith. 

It is worth observing that, when the Asiatic 
Churches had given up the opoovcor, they, on the 
contrary, had preserved it. Not only Dionysius 
willingly accepts the challenge of his namesake 
of Rome, who reminded him of the value of the 
symbol; but Theognostus also, who presided at 
the Catechetical School at the end of the third 
century, recognizes it by implication in the follow- 
ing passage, which has been preserved by Atha- 
nasius. ‘‘ The substance (ovsia) of the Son,” he 
says, ‘‘is not external to the Father, or created ; 
but it is by natural derivation from that of the 
Father, as the radiance comes from light (Heb. 
i. 3.). For as the radiance is not the sun, and 
yet not foreign to it, so is there an effluence, 
(awoppoa, Wisd. vii. 25.) from the Father’s sub- 
stance (ovcia), though it be indivisible. For as the 
sun remains the same without infringement of its 
nature, though it pour forth its radiance, so the 
Father’s substance is unchangeable, though the Son 
be its Image '.” 

4. Some notice of the O:Anoa yevynbév, or volun- 
tary generation, will suitably follow the discussion 
of the onoovcrov ; though the subject does not closely 
concern the Church. It has been already observed 
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that the tendency of the heresies of the first age cnap. iL 
was towards materialism and fatalism. As it was sect. tv. 


the object of revelation to destroy all theories 
which interfered with the notion of the Divine Om- 
niscience and active Sovereignty, so the Church 
seconded this design by receiving and promulgating 
the doctrine of the o Gv, or ovsia of God, as a sym- 
bol of His essential distinction from the perishable 
world in which He acts. But when the ovcia itself 
was taken by the Gnostics and Manichees in a ma- 
terial sense, the error was again introduced by the 
very term which was intended to witness against it. 
According to the Oriental Theory, the emanations 
from the Deity were eternal with Himself, and were 
considered as the result, not of His will and moral 
energy, but of the necessary laws to which He was 
subjected ; a doctrine which was but fatalism in 
another shape. The Eclectics honourably dis- 
tinguished themselves in withstanding this blas- 
phemous, or rather atheistical tenet. Plotinus 
declares, that ‘‘ God’s substance and His will are 
the same; and if so, as He willed, so He is; so 
that itis not more certain that, as His substance or 
nature, so is His will and providence, than, as His 
will and providence, so is His substance.” Origen 
had preceded them in their opposition to the same 
school. Speaking of the simplicity and perfection 
of the Divine Essence, he says, ‘‘ God does not even 
participate in substance, (ovsiac) rather He is par- 
taken ; by those, namely, who have His Spirit. 
And our Saviour does not share in holiness, but, 
py 
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being holiness itself, is shared by the holy.”” The 
meaning of this doctrine is clear ;—to protest, in the 
manner of Athanasius, in a passage lately cited, 
against the notion that the ovcia of God is some- 
thing distinct from God Himself, the one imma- 
terial, intelligent, all-perfect Spirit; but the risk of 
it lay in its tendency to destroy the doctrine of His 
individual and real existence, (which the Catholic 
use of ovcia symbolized,) and to introduce in its 
stead the notion of a quality or mode of acting, as 
the governing principle of nature ; in other words, 
Pantheism. This is an error of which Origen of 
course cannot be accused; but it is in its measure 
chargeable on the Platonic mysteries, and is coun- 
tenanced even by their mode of speaking of the 
Supreme Being, as not an ovoia, but vrepovowe, 
above the notion of substance '. 

The controversy did not rest even on the sacred 
ground which has been described, but was pursued 
by the heretical party into the peculiar subject of 
Christian theology. The Manichees considered 
the Son and Spirit as necessary Emanations from 
the Father; erring, first in their classing those 
Divine Persons with intelligences confessedly im- 
perfect and subservient, next in introducing a sort 
of materialism into their notion of the Deity. The 
Eclectics on the other hand maintained, by a 
strong figure, that the Eternal Son originated from 


* Cudw. Intell. Syst. iv. § 23. Petav. vi. 8. § 19. ibid. vol. i. 
ii. 6. § 9. 
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the Father at His own will; meaning thereby, that cuap. 1. 
the everlasting mystery which constitutes the re- seer... 


lation between Father and Son, has no physical or 
material conditions, and is such as becomes Him 
who is altogether Intellect, and bound by no laws 
but those established by His own perfection as a 
first cause. Iamblichus, e. g. calls the Son airé- 
yovoc, self-begotten. 


The discussion seems hardly to have entered tie 


further into the Ante-Nicene Church than is im- 
plied in the above notice of it; though some sup- 
pose that Justin and others referred the divine 
yévynare to the will of God. However, it is easy to 
see that the ground was prepared for the introduc- 
tion of a subtle and impious question, whenever 
the theologizing Sophists should choose to raise it. 
Accordingly, it was one of the first and principal 
interrogations put to the Catholics by their Arian 
opponents, whether the yévynoe of the Son was 
voluntary or not on the part of the Father; their 
inference being, that Almighty God were subject 
to laws external to Himself, if it were not voluntary ; 
and that, if it were voluntary, the Son was in the 
number of things created. But of this, more in its 
place. 


5. The Ayor evoraberoc and ToopopiKkoc. One The Neyo 


évduaderoc 


theory there was, adopted by several of the early ana xpogo- 


Fathers, which led them to speak of the Son 
yévynorc as resulting from the Father’s will, and yet 
did not interfere with His opuootowv. Of the two 
titles ascribed in Scripture to our Lord, that of the 
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cuap.11. Logos expresses, with peculiar force, His co-eternity 
sccr.1v. in the One Almighty Father. On the other hand, 


the word Son has more reference to His derivation 
and ministrative office. A distinction resembling 
this had already been applied by the Stoies to the 
Platonic Logos, which they represented under two 
aspects, the evdiaberoc and the reopopixde, i. e. the 
internal thought and purpose of God and its ex- 
ternal manifestation, as if in words spoken. The 
terms were received into the Church ; the évdiaberoe 
standing for the Word, as hid from everlasting in 
the bosom of the Father, while the zpopopiucde was 
the Son sent forth into the world, in apparent sepa- 
ration from God, with His Father’s name and attri- 
butes upon Him, and his Father’s will to perform’. 
This contrast is acknowledged by Athanasius, 
Gregory Nyssen, Cyril, and other Post-Nicene 
writers ; nor canit be censured, being scriptural in 
its doctrine, and merely expressed in philosophical 
language, found ready for the purpose. But fur- 
ther, this change of state in the Eternal Word, from 
repose to energetic manifestation, as it took place 
at the creation, was called by them a yévvnotg ; and 
here too, no blame attaches to them, for the ex- 
pression is used in Scripture in different senses, 
one of which appears to be the very signification 
which they put on it, the mission of the Word 
to make and govern all things, as may be 
argued from Gen. i. 3. Col. i. 15. Heb. xi. 3. 


* Burton, Bamp. Lect. note 91. Petay. vi. 1. 3. 


ANTE-NICENE THEOLOGICAL STATEMENTS. 2415 


Rev. ili. 14. Ecclus. xxiv. 3—9. This yévynote CHAP. 1. 
was also called the mpoéXsvoic, or ovykaraBacic, SECT HIV. 
of the Son, which may scripturally be ascribed to 
the SéAnore, the will of the All-bountiful Father!. 
However, there are some early writers who seem 


to interpret the yévynoe in this meaning exclusively, 
the title of Son being ascribed to our Lord after the 
date of His mission or economy, and that of the 
Logos being His peculiar appellation during the 
previous eternity. Nay, if we carry off their ex- 
pressions hastily or perversely, as some theologians 
have done, we shall perhaps conclude that they 
dared to conceive that God existed in one Person 
before the zpoéXevorc, and then, (if it may be said,) 
by a change of nature He began to exist in a 
second ; as if an attribute (Adyo¢ evdiaS_eroc) had be- 
come a real person, (zpopopidc). The Fathers, 
who have laid themselves open to this charge, are 
Athenagoras, Tatian, Theophilus, Hippolytus, and 
Novatian, as mentioned in the first chapter. 

Now, that they did not mean what a superficial eee 
reader might lay to their charge, may be argued fiveFathers. 
first, from the parallel language of the Post-Nicenes, 
lately enumerated, whose orthodoxy no one ques- 
tions. Next from the extreme absurdity, not to 
speak of the impiety, of the doctrine imputed to 
them; as if, with a more than Gnostic extrava- 
gance, they should conceive that any change or ex- 
tension could take place in that Individual Essence 
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which is without parts or passions, or that the 
divine yévynote could be an event in time, instead of 
being considered a mere expression of the eternal 
relation of the Father towards the Son. Indeed the 
very absurdity of the literal sense of their words, in 
whatever degree they so expressed themselves, was 
the mischief to be apprehended from them. The 
reader, trying a rhetorical description by too rigid 
a rule, would attempt to elicit sense by imputing a 
heresy ; and would conclude, that they meant by 
the zpopopxde Adyo¢ a created being, made at the 
beginning of all things as the visible emblem of 
the évdiaberoc, to be the instrument of God’s pur- 
poses towards His creation. This is in fact the 
Arian doctrine, which doubtless availed itself in 
its defence of these declarations of incautious 
piety ; or rather we have evidence of the fact that 
it did so in the letter of Arius to Alexander, and 
from the anathema of the Nicene creed directed 
against such as said that the Son qplv yevvnSiva ov. 
nV. 

Lastly, the orthodoxy of the five writers in ques- 
tion, is ascertained by a careful examination of the 
passages from which the accusation has been 
brought against them. By way of illustration one 
or two of these shall here be added. LE. g. Theo- 
philus says; ‘“‘ God having His own Logos within 
Him, begat Him together with His Wisdom, (i. e. 
His Spirit,) putting them forth before the world. 
exw. .. 0 Oede tov EavToU Aoyov evouaberoy ev Toic tolote 


re rye CR N ~ € ~ , , 
oT ayXvolc, EyevvNnocyv auTov feta TyC¢ EaVTOU ooptac &k- 
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eosvtauevoc (Psalm xlv. 1.) rod roy ddwv. He had cuap.tt. 
this Logos as the Minister of His works, and did s®¢™ ¥- 
all things through Him.... The prophets were 


not in existence when the world was made; but 
the Wisdom of God, which is in Him, and His 
holy Logos, who is ever present with Him. 6 ae 
ouurapwv avrw...” Elsewhere he speaks of, ‘‘the 
Logos, eternally seated in the heart of God ;” roy 
Aoyor duatravroc evoraberov ev Kapoia Ocov. For, he 
presently adds, ‘‘ before any thing was made, He 
possessed this Counsellor, as being His mind and 
providence. And when God purposed to make 
all that He had deliberated on, He begat this 
Logos and put it forth, éyévynce roogpoptxov, being 
the first born antecedent to the whole creation ; 
not however Himself losing the Logos (reason,) but 
begetting it, and yet everlastingly communing with 
1 ae 
The following passage is from the work of Hip- Hippolytus. 

polytus against Noetus. ‘‘God was alone, and 
there was no being coeval with Him, when He 
willed to create the world.... Not that He was 
destitute of reason, (Adyoc,) wisdom, or counsel. 
They were all in Him, He was all. At the time 
and in the manner He willed, He manifested His 
Word .... through whom He made all things..... 
Moreover He placed over them His Word, whom He 
begat as His Counsellor and Instrument; whom He 
had within Him, invisible to creation, till He mani- 
fested Him, uttering the word, and begetting Light 
from Light..... and so another stood by Him ; 
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from light, or a ray from the Sun’. 
And thus we close our survey of the Catholic 
Ante-Nicene theology. 


SECTION V. 
THE ARIAN HERESY. 


Ir remains to give some account of the heretical 
doctrine, which was first promuigated within the 
Church by Arius. There have been attempts to 
impute this heresy to Catholic writers previous to 
his time; yet its contemporaries are express in their 
testimony that he was the author of it, nor can any 
thing be adduced from the Ante-Nicene theology 
to countenance the desired hypothesis. Sozomen 
expressly says, that Arius was the first to introduce 
into the Church the doctrine of the é€ ov« ovrwv, and 
the jv roré ore ove jv, the creation and non-eternity 
of the Son of God. Alexander and Athanasius, 
who had the amplest means of information on the 
subject, confirm his testimony’. That the heresy 
existed before the time of Arius outside the Church, 
may be true; though little is known on the subject. 
Although the heresiarch does not venture to ad- 


’ Bull. Defens. iii. 7, 8. 
?Soz.i.15. Theod. Hist. i. 4. Athan. de Decr. Nic. 27. de 
sent. Dionys. 6. 
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duce in his favour, the evidence of former Catho- cuap. 11. 
lics, he and his supporters nevertheless speak in a ‘®°?- ¥: 
general way of having received their doctrines from 
others. Arius too, appears to be but a partizan of 
the Eusebians, and they in turn are referrible to an 
excommunicated body, the Lucianists of Antioch. 
But here we lose sight of the heresy ; except that 
Origen assails a doctrine, whose we know not, 
which bears a resemblance to it; nay, if we may 
trust Rufhnus, which has adopted the very same 
heterodox formula which Sozomen declares that 
Arius was the first to preach within the Church. 

Before detailing, however, in what his heresy 
consisted, it may be right briefly to confront it 
with such previous doctrines, in or out of the 
Church, as may be considered to bear a resem- 
blance to it. 

The fundamental tenet of Arianism was, that the Arianism. 
Son of God was a creature, or in the scientific lan- 
guage of the times, ¢€ ovk ovrwy, of a substance that 
once was not; hence the Arians were called, oi &€ 
ovk oyrwy, or the Exucontii. It followed, that He 
only possessed a super-angelic nature, being made 
at God’s good pleasure-before the worlds, after the 
pattern of the attribute Logos or Wisdom, existing 
in the Divine Mind, gifted with the illumination of 
it, and in consequence called after it ; the instru- 
ment of creation and revelation ; and at length 
united to a human body, in the place of its soul, 
in the person of Jesus Christ. 

1. This doctrine resembled that of the five phi- Con™sted 
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losophizing Fathers, described in the last section, 
so far as this; that it identified the Son with the 
Abyoe TpopopiKoc, spoke of the real Logos as if 
merely an attribute, and yet affected to maintain 
a connexion between the Logos and the Son. It 
differed from it, inasmuch as they believed, that 
He who was the Son had ever been in personal 
existence as the Logos in the Father’s bosom ; 
whereas it dated His personal existence from the 
time of His manifestation. 

2. It resembled the Eclectic theology, so far as 
to maintain the Son was by nature inferior to the 
Father ; and, again, formed by the Father’s will. 
It differed from it, in considering the Son to have 
a beginning of existence, whereas the Platonists 
held him to be an eternal emanation, and the Fa- 
ther’s will to be a concomitant, not an antecedent 
of His yévynote. 

3. It agreed with Gnostics and Manichees, in 
maintaining the Son’s essential inferiority to the 
Father. It vehemently opposed them, in their 
material notions of the Deity. 

4. It agreed with the Paulianists, in considering 
the Intelligent Principle in Christ to be a mere 
creature, by nature subject to a moral probation, 


as other men, and exalted on the ground of his 


obedience ; and gifted, moreover, with a heavenly 
wisdom called the Logos, which guided Him. 
The two heresies also agreed, as the last words 
imply, in considering the Logos an attribute or 
manifestation, not a Person. Paulus considered it 
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as if a voice or sound, which comes and goes; so cuap. IL 
that God may be said to have spoken in Christ. seer v- 
Arius makes use of the same illustration. “‘IloANove OS™” 
Ad-youe AaXel oO Osdc,”” he says, ‘“< which of them is 
manifested in the flesh!?”’ He differs from Paulus, 
in holding the pre-existence of the spiritual intel- 
ligence in Christ, which he considers to be the 
first and only created by the Father, and the in- 
strument of all subsequent creation, and other 
divine operations. 

5. Arianism agreed with the heresy of Sabel- Seite 
lius, in considering God to exist only in one Per- 
son, and His Logos to be but an attribute, mani- 
fested in the Son, who was a creature’. It differed 
from it, as regards the sense in which it believed 
the Logos to be in Christ. The Sabellian, lately 
a Patripassian, at least insisted much upon the 
abiding presence of the Logos in Him. The Arian, 
but partially admitting the influence of the real 
Logos on His pre-existing soul, transferred the 
name to that soul itself, and maintained that the 
incarnate Logos was not the true Wisdom of God, 
which was one with Him, but a created semblance 
of it. 

Such is Arianism in its relations to the princi- With ortho- 

ey : doxy. 

pal errors of its time; and of these it was most 
opposed to the Valentinian and Sabellian, which, 
as we shall see, it did not scruple to impute to its 


1 Athan. de Decr. Nic. 16. 
* Athan. de Sent. Dionys. 25. 
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Catholic adversaries. Towards the Catholics, on 
the other hand, it stood thus :—it was willing to 
ascribe to the Son all that is commonly attri- 
buted to Almighty God, His name, authority, 
and power; all but the incommunicable nature, or 
ovsia; i.e. all but that which alone could give 
Him a right to these titles of honour ina real and 
literal sense :—Now, to turn to the arguments, by 
which the heresy defended itself, or rather at- 
tacked the Church. 

Arius commenced his heresy thus, as Socrates 
informs us. ‘‘ (1) If the Father begat the Son, 
He who was begotten has a beginning of existence 
(apynv braokewc); (2) therefore once the Son did not 
exist (jv ore ovk jv); (3) therefore He is formed from 
what once was not (2 OvK OVTWY exer THY Urooraow) 4d) 
It appears, then, that he inferred his doctrine from 


* Socr.i,5. The argument thus stated in the history, answers 
to the series of propositions anathematized at Niczea, which are as 
follows ; the prefixed figures marking the correspondence of each 
with those set down by Socrates. rode Aéyovrac (2) Gre ty wore 
dre ovK Hv, (1) Kal mply yevynOijvac ovK jy, (3) Kat Ore & ovK Ovrwy 
évyévero, i) & Erépac troordcewe 7} ovaiac pdoKovTac elvat, i) KTLO- 
tov, (4) 3) rpexrov 7) adNowrody Toy vidv Tov Seov, avabepariZer 
 dvyla KabodtKy Kat drooroduK) éxkdyoia. The last proposition 
here condemned, viz. the mutability of the Son of God, which 
has no counterpart in the account given by Socrates, probably was 
not one of Arius’s original propositions, but forced from him by 
his opponents as a necessary consequence of his doctrine. He 
retracts it in his letter to Alexander, who on the other hand bears 
public testimony to his having declared it. But of this more in 
its place. 
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the very meaning of the word Son, which is the cuap. 1. 
scriptural designation of our Lord; and so far he secr.v. 


adopted a fair and unexceptionable mode of reason- 
ing. Human relations, though the merest shadows 
of ‘‘ heavenly things,” yet would not of course 
be employed by Divine Wisdom without fitness, 
nor unless with the intention of instructing us. But 
what should be the exact instruction derived by us 
from the word*Son is another question. The Catho- 
lics, (not to speak of their guidance from tradition 
in determining it,) had taken it in its most obvious 
meaning; as interpreted moreover by the word 
povoyevnc, and as confirmed by the general tenor of 
revelation. But the Arians selected as the sense 
of the figure that part of the original import of the 
word, which, though undeniably included in it 
when referred to us, is at best what logicians call a 
proprium, deduced from the essence, not a part of 
the essence, and was peculiarly out of place, when 
the word was used to express a sacred doctrine. 
That a Father is prior to his Son, is not suggested, 
though it be implied by the force of the terms, 
as ordinarily used; and it is an inference alto- 
gether irrelevant, when the inquiry has reference 
to that Being, from the notion of whom time as 
well as space is necessarily excluded. It is fair, 
indeed, to object at the outset to the word Father 
being applied at all in its primary sense to the 
Supreme Being; but this was not the Arian ground, 
which was to argue from, not against, the meta- 
phor employed. Nor was even this the extent of 
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perverseness which their argument evidences. Let 
it be observed, that they admitted the primary sense 
of the word, zn order to introduce a mere secon- 
dary sense; contending, that because our Lord 
was to be considered really as a Son, therefore in 
fact He was no Son at all. In the first proposition 
Arius assumes that He is really a Son, and argues 
as if He were; in the third, he has arrived at the 
conclusion that He is created, .i. e. no Son at all, 
except in a secondary sense, as having received 
from the Father a sort of adoption. An attempt 
was made by the Arians to smooth over their incon- 
sistency, by bringing passages from Scripture, in 
which the works of God are spoken of as births ; 
as in the instance from Job, ‘‘ He giveth birth to 
the drops of dew.” But this is obviously an en- 
tirely new mode of defending the theory of adop- 
tion, and does not relieve their original offence ; 
which consisted in their arguing from an assumed 
analogy, which the result of their own argument 
destroyed. For, if He be the Son of God no other- 
wise than we are, i. e. by adoption, what becomes 
of the argument from the anterior and posterior in 
existence ? as if the notion of adoption contained 
in it any necessary reference to the nature and 
circumstances of the two parties between whom it 
takes place. 

Accordingly, the Arians were soon obliged to 
betake themselves to a more refined argument. 
They dropped the mention of time, and withdrew 
the inference concerning it which they had drawn 
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from the literal sense of the word Son. Instead of cmap. ut. 


this, they maintained that the relation of Father 
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and Son, as such, in whatever sense employed, ~ i 


could not but imply the notion of voluntary origi- 
nator, and on the other hand, of a free gift con- 
ferred ; or that the Son must be essentially inferior 
to Him, from whose @éAnotc, or will, His existence 
resulted. Their argument was conveyed in the 
form of a dilemma: ‘‘ utrum volens an nolens 
Pater genuerit Filium?” The Catholics wisely an- 
swered them by a counter-inquiry, which was 
adapted to silence, without indulging the presump- 
tuous disputant. Gregory of) Nazianzen asked 
them, whether the Father is God, ‘‘ volens an no- 
lens,” willingly or unwillingly ; and Cyril of Alex- 
andria, ‘‘ whether God is good, compassionate, 
merciful, and holy, with or against His choice? 
For if He is so in consequence of choosing it, and 
choice ever precedes what is chosen, jv ypdvoc ore 
ovk av ravra Oedc, these attributes once did not 
exist.”—Athanasius gives substantially the same 
answer, solving, however, rather than confuting, 
the objection. ‘* The Arians,” he says, ‘‘ direct 
their view to the contrary to willing, instead of 
considering what is the prior and more fundamental. 
For as unwillingness is opposed to willing, so nature 


1) 


is that which it depends on and follows '*. 


g/4 


Further :—the Arians attempted to draw their Argument 


from the 


conclusion of the dissimilarity of the Father and dyévyyrov. 


1 Petav. ii. 5. § 9. vi. 8. 
Q 
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cup. 1. Son from the ayévynrov, which was acknowledged 
ssct. v. on all sides to be the peculiar attribute of the Fa- 
ther, while it had been the philosophical as well as 
Valentinian appellation of the supreme God. This 
was the chief resource of the Anomceans, who re- 
vived the pure Arian heresy, some years after the 
death of its first author. Their argument has been 
expressed in the following form ; that ‘‘ the essence 
of the Father is ayévynrov, that of the Son yeventov ; 
but ayévynrov and yevynrov cannot be the same’.” 
The shallowness, as well as the miserable trifling 
of such disputations on a serious subject, renders 

them unworthy a refutation. 
Argument Moreover, they argued against the Catholic 


from the 


materiality Sense of the word Son, from what they conceived 

Son Rtcrelly to be its materiality ; and unwarrantably contrast- 

taken. ing its primary with its figurative signification, as 
if both could not be preserved, they contended that, 
since the word must be figurative, that therefore it 
could not retain its primary sense, i.e. must be 
taken in the secondary sense of adoption. 

Inferenees The reasonings of the Arians, so to call them, 

from these es 

arguments. had now conducted them thus far; to maintain 
that our Lord was a creature, advanced, after crea- 
tion, to be a son of God. They did not shrink 
from the inference which these positions implied, 
viz. that he was tried as other moral agents, and 
adopted on being found worthy; that his holiness 
was not essential, but acquired. 


* Beausobre, Hist. Manich. iii. 7. § 2. 
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It was next incumbent on them to explain in cuap. m1. 

what sense our Lord was the povoyevnc, since they sect. v. 
refused to understand that word according to the, 
Catholic comment of the opootowv. Accordingly, the Arians. 
they pronounced the yévynotc to be a kind of crea- 
tion ; and then they at once proceeded to hide the 
offensiveness of this dogma by the variety and dig- 
nity of the titles, by which they distinguished the 
Son from other creatures. They declared that He 
was, strictly speaking, the only creature of God, as 
alone made immediately by Him ; and hence called 
fovoyevnc, as yevvnbelc povoc Tapa jovov'; whereas 
all others were created through Him, as the instru- 
ment of Divine Power; and that in consequence, 
He was Ktiopa, adn ovx we iv TWV KTLoMaTW" yévynpa, 
ard’ ovx we bv THY yeyevynpévwv; OF, to express it 
with something of the ambiguity of the Greek, that 
He was not a creature like other creatures. Ano- 
ther ambiguity of expression followed. The idea 
of time depending on that of creation, they were 
able to grant, that He, who was employed in form- 
ing the worlds, therefore existed before all time, zo 
Xpovwy Kal aiwvev, not granting thereby that He was 
from everlasting, but that He was brought into 
existence, aypovwe, independent of that succession 
of second causes, (as they are called,) that ele- 
mentary system, seemingly self-sustained, and self- 
renovating, to the laws of which creation itself may 
be considered as subjected. 

1 Pearson on the Creed, vol. ii. p. 148. Suicer. Thesaur. verb. 


povoyEeviic. 


Q 2 
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cuap.u. Nor, lastly, had they any difficulty either in 
secr.v. allowing or explaining away the other attributes of 
Pretenaea Divinity ascribed to Christ in Scripture. They 
concessions. mioht safely confess Him to be perfect God, one 
with God, adorable, the author of good; still with 
the reserve, that sacred appellations belonged to 


Him only in the same general sense in which they 
are sometimes accidentally bestowed on the faithful 
servants of God, and without interfering with the 
prerogatives of the one eternal, self-existing Cause 
of the con. Oftall things’. 
troversy. 

This account of the Arian system may suitably 
be illustrated by some of the original documents 
of the controversy. Here, then, shall follow two 
letters of Arius himself, an extract from his Thalia, 
a letter of Eusebius of Nicomedia, and parts of the 
circular epistles of Alexander of Alexandria, in 

Letter from Justification of his excommunicating Arius and his 
Buccbivs, followers 2. 

1. ‘‘ To his most esteemed superior, Eusebius, a 
man of God, faithful and orthodox, Arius, unjustly 
persecuted by Alexander for the all-conquering 


truth’s sake, of which thou too art a champion, 


* It may be added, that the chief texts which they adduced in 
controversy were Prov. viii. 22. Matt. xix. 17; xx. 23. Mark 
xili, 82. John v. 19; xiv. 28: 91 Cor. xv..2830Col ilo aand 
others which refer to our Lord’s mediatorial office. (Petav. ii. 
Theod. Hist. i. 4.) But it is obvious, that the strength of their 
cause did not lie in their knowledge of Scripture. 

* Theod. Hist. i. 4—6. Socr. i. 6. Athan. in Arian. i. 5. de 
Syn. 15, 16. Epiph. Heer. lxix. 6, 7. Hilar. Trin. iv. 12. vi. 5 
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sends health in the Lord! As Ammonius, my CHAP. II. 
father, was going to Nicomedia, it seemed becom- *"¢". v- 


ing to address thee through him; and withal to 
urge upon that deep-seated affection which thou 
bearest towards the brethren for the sake of God 
and His Christ, how fiercely the bishop besets and 
pursues us, leaving no means untried in his oppo- 
sition. At length he has driven us out of the 
city [Alexandria] as impious men, (a%éoue,) merely 
for dissenting from his public declarations, that ‘as 
God is eternal, so is His Son ;—when the Father, 
then the Son ;—the Son is present in God without 
a birth (ayevvfrwe), ever-begotten (asvyevnc), an 
unbegotten-begotten (ayevynroyevnc) ;— neither in 
thought, nor by an instant of time, is God anterior 
to the Son ;—an eternal God, an eternal Son ;—the 
Son is from God Himself (¢& avrov rov Oeov). 
Since, then, Eusebius, thy brother of Cesarea, 
Theodotus, Paulinus, &c.. . . say that the unorigi- 
nated God exists before the Son, they are (thus) 
become excommunicate by Alexander's sentence; 
all but Philogonius, Hellanicus, and Macarius, 
heretical, ill-grounded men, who say that He is 
the offspring or issue without birth (01 pév epvyiy, 
ol oe mpooAnv ayévyntov). These blasphemies we 
cannot bear to hear even, no, not if the heretics 
should threaten us with ten thousand deaths. What, 
on the other hand, are our statements and opinions, 
our past and present teaching? that the Son is not 
unoriginate (ayévyyroc) ; nor any how a part of 
the Unoriginate (uépo¢ ayevviyrov) ; nor made of any 
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previously existing substance ( droxepévov twee) ; 
but that, by the will and purpose of God, He was 
in being before time (oo Xoovwv Kal ™po awver), 
perfect God, the only-begotten (wAnpne O2d¢ povo- 
yenc), unchangeable ; and that before this gene- 
ration, or creation, or appointment, or constitution, 
[these words are selected by Arius as being found 
in Scripture, | He was not (aol yevonOn, Nrol.. 
x. 7. A... ovk jv), inasmuch as He did not exist 
without birth (ayévynroc). And we are persecuted for 
saying, The Son has an origin (1. e. beginning, 
aoynv), but God is unoriginate (avapyoc) ; for this, 
we are under persecution, and for saying, that He 
is of a substance that once was not (2 ovK ovrwy), 
inasmuch as He is not part of God (népo¢ Oeov), nor 
of any previously existing substance. Therefore we 
are persecuted ; the rest thou knowest. Be strong 
in the Lord, remembering our affliction, fellow- 
Lucianist, truly named Eusebius [the pious].” 

2. The second letter is written in the name of 
himself and his partizans of the Alexandrian 
Church ; who, finding themselves excommunicated, 
had withdrawn to Asia, where they gained leave to 
propagate their opinions. Itwas composed under the 
direction of Eusebius of Nicomedia, and is far more 
temperate and cautious than the former. ‘‘To Alex- 
ander, our blessed Father and Bishop, the Priests 
and Deacons send health in the Lord. Our here- 
ditary faith, which thou too, blessed Father, hast 
taught us, is this. We believe in one God, alone 
without birth, alone everlasting, alone unoriginate,. 
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alone truly God, alone immortal, alone wise, alone cuap. 0. 
good, alone sovereign, alone judge of all, ordainer ‘*°™ ¥: 


and dispenser, unchangeable, and unalterable, just 
and good, of the Law and the Prophets, and of 
the New Testament. We believe that this God 
gave birth to the only-begotten Son before eternal 
periods (po Xpovwy aiwvlwv), through whom He 
hath made those periods themselves (aievac), and 
all things else ;—that He gave birth to Him, not in 
semblance but in truth, giving Him a real existence 
(sroornoavra) at His own will, so as to be un- 
changeable and unalterable, God’s perfect creature, 
but not as other creatures (ovy we ev rwy Kriopartwr), 
His making (offspring) but not as if made (yévynua, 
arr’ ovy we Ev THY yeyervnpévwr); not as Valentinus 
maintained, a development (reoPoAnv), nor again as 
Manicheus, a consubstantial part (uépo¢ opoovc.r), 
nor as Sabellius, Son and Father at once (vioraropa 


eimev), Which is to make two out of one, nor as. 


Hieracas, [the Manichee,| a light from light, or 
torch divided in two ; nor, as if He was previously 
in being and afterwards begotten, (i. e. created 
again to be a Son,) a notion condemned by thyself, 
blessed Father, in full Church and among the 
assembled clergy; but, as we affirm, created by 
the will of God before times and before periods, 
and haying life and existence from the Father, who 
at the same time gave Him to share His own glo- 
rious perfections (rac d6&a¢ ovvurosricavrac avtw). 
For, when the Father gave to Him the inheritance 
of all things, He did not thereby deprive Himself 
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cuap. 11. of attributes which are His without origination 


sect. Y. (ayevyntwe), being the source (wnyn) of all things. 


‘‘So there are three Persons (izocrasac) ; and 
whereas God is the cause (airtoc) of all things, and 
therefore unoriginate, and altogether separate from 
all, the Son on the other hand, begotten by the 
Father time-apart (aypdvwe yevynOeic), and created 
and set forth before all periods, did not exist before 
He was begotten, but being begotten by the Father 
time-apart, was brought into being (s7éorn), the one 
production of the one Father. For He is not eter- 
nal, or co-eternal, or co-unbegotten with the Fa- 
ther; nor hath an existence collateral with the 
Father (apa rw Tarpl TO eivat ex el), as if there were 
two unbegotten principles (aeyac) ; but God is be- 
fore all things, as being individual (sovac) and the 
principle of all ;—and therefore before Christ also ; 
as indeed we have learned from thee, in thy public 
preaching. Inasmuch then as He hath His being 
(ro civat) from God, and His glorious perfections, 
and His life, and is intrusted with all things, for 
this reason God has sovereignty over Him (apyn 
avrov), as being His God and before Him. As to such 
phrases as ‘ from Him’ (e& adrov), and ‘ from the 
womb,’ (Ps. cx. 3.) and ‘issued forth from the Fa- 
ther, and am come,’ (John xvi. 28.) if they be under- 
stood, as they are by some, to denote a part of one and 
the same substance (uéo0¢ rov opoovotov), and a deve- 
lopment (zpooAn), then the Father will be of a com- 
pound nature (cbvOeroc), and divisible, and change- 
able, and corporeal ; and thus, as far as their words 
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go, the incorporeal God will be subjected to the cnap. u. 
properties of matter. I pray for thy health in the *ecr-v. 


Lord, blessed Father.” 


3. About the same time Arius wrote his Thalia, re 
alla. 


or song for banquets and merry-makings, from 
which the following is extracted. He begins thus: 
“‘ According to the faith of God’s elect, who know 
God, holy children, sound in their creed, gifted 
with the Holy Spirit of God, I have received these 
things from the partakers of wisdom, accomplished, 
taught of God, and altogether wise. Along their 
track I have pursued my course with like opinions, 
I the famous among men, the much-sufferer for 
God’s glory; and, taught of God, I have gained 
wisdom and knowledge.” After this exordium, he 
proceeds to declare, ‘‘ that God made the Son the 
origin or beginning of creation (apynv), being Him- 
self unoriginate, and adopted Him to be His Son ; 
who on the other hand has no character of divinity 
in His own Person (idtov oveey tov Oeov kal’ brdcracw 
iSiornroc), not being equal, nor consubstantial 
(ouoovowc) with Him; that God is invisible, not 
only to the creatures created through the Son, but 
to the Son Himself; that there is a Trinity, but 
not with an equal glory; the Persons being sepa- 
rate from each other (avemipixror), One infinitely more 
glorious than the Other [this is in opposition to 
the meprywenotc|; that the Father is different in 
substance from the Son (Eévoc car’ ovotay), as exist- 
ing unoriginate ; that by God’s will the Son became 
Wisdom, Power, the Spirit, the Truth, the Word, 
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cuap. 1. the Glory, and the Image of God ; that the Father, 
srot-v. ag being Almighty, is able to give existence to a 
~~ Being equal to the Son, though not superior to 
Him ; that from the time He was made, being a 
mighty God, He has celebrated (sure) the Greater ; 
that He cannot investigate (e&vyvacar) His Father’s 
nature, it being plain that the originated cannot 
comprehend the Unoriginate ; nay, that He does not 
know His own, nor understand any thing with that 
true knowledge which God possesses.” 
Letter from 4, On the receipt of the letter from Arius, which 
Paulinus. was the first document here exhibited, Eusebius of 
Nicomedia, addressed a letter to Paulinus of Tyre, 
of which the following is an extract. ‘* We 
have neither heard of two unoriginated principles 
(ayévynra), nor of one divided into two, subjected 
to any material process; but of one Unoriginate 


(ayévynrov), and one originated (yeyovoc) by Him 
really ; not from His substance (ovelac), but alto- 
gether foreign to the nature of the Unoriginate, 
totally different (érepov) in nature and in power, 
though made after the perfect likeness of the cha- 
racter and excellence of His Maker... . But if He 
was of Him in the sense of ‘from Him,’ as if a 
part of Him, or of the effluence of His substance 
(ef aTroppotuc TC ousiac), He would not be spoken of 
(in Scripture) as created, or set forth; .... for what 
exists as belonging to the Unoriginate (é rov 
ayevynrov vrapyov), cannot be considered as created 
or set forth, whether by another or by the Unorigi- 
nate Himself, as being from the first of a nature 
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which had no beginning. .. Nothing is of His sub- cnap. 1. 

stance; but all things are made at His will.” SECT. V. 
5. Alexander, in his public accusation of Arius pa 2 

and his party, writes thus. ‘‘ They say that there Alexnde 

was a time when the Son of God was not (iv wort 

ore ovk jv), and that He who before had no existence 

was at length made, such as any other man is by 

nature. Numbering the Son of God among created 

things, they are but consistent in adding that he 

is of an alterable nature, capable of virtue and 

vice..... When it is urged on them that the 

Saviour differs from others called sons of God, by 

the unchangeableness of His nature, throwing off 

all reverence, they say, that God, foreknowing and 

foreseeing His obedience, chose Him out of all 

creatures ; chose Him, I say, not as if possessing 

aught by nature and right above the others, 

(since, as they say, there is no Son of God by 

nature,) nor bearing any peculiar relation towards 

God; but as being of an alterable nature, pre- 

served from falling by the pursuit and exercise of 

virtuous conduct, so that if Paul or Peter had made 

such strenuous progress, they would have gained 

a sonship equal to His.” In another letter, which 

was a circular addressed to the Christian Churches, 

he says, ‘‘ It is their doctrine that ‘God was not 

always a Father, that the Word of God has not 

always existed, but was made of created substance 

(e& ovk dvrwyv) ; for the ever-existing God made 

Him who once was not, out of a substance which 


once was not (0 oy Oed¢ Tov pn ova Ek Tov pH OVTOS 
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CHAP. Il. meroinke.).... He is neither like the Father in 
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Unscrip- 
tural cha- 


substance (6po10¢ Kar’ ovoiav), nor is He the true and 
innate Logos of the Father, nor His true wisdom ; 
but one of His works and creatures; and by a 
strong figure (karayonortkoc) the Word and Wisdom, 
inasmuch as He Himself was made by the real 
Logos of God, and that Wisdom which is in God, 
by which God made all things, and Him in the 
number. Hence He is foreign and external to the 
Divine substance (ovctac), being separated off from 
it. He was made for our sakes, in order that God 
might create us by Him as by an instrument, and 
He would not have had being, had not God willed 
our making. Some one asked them, if the Word 
of God could fall as the devil fell? they scrupled 
not to answer, ‘Certainly He can.’ ” 


More than enough has now been said in explana- 
tion of a controversy, the very sound of which will 
ever be painful to a Christian mind. Yet so it has 
been ordered, that He who was once lifted up to the 
gaze of the world, and hid not His face from the 
shame of derision and contumely, has again been sub- 
jected to rude and impious scrutiny in the promul- 
gation of His religion to the world. And His true 
followers have been themselves obliged to raise and 
fix their eyes on Him, as if He were one of them- 
selves, dismissing the reverence which would keep 
them ever at His feet. The subject may be dis- 
raissed with the following remarks. 

1, First, it is obvious to notice the wnscriptural 
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character of the arguments on which the heresy was 
founded. It is true, that the Arians did not neg- 
lect to support their case from such detached por- 
tions of the inspired volume, as suited their pur- 
pose; but still it never can be said that they 
showed that earnest desire of sacred truth, and 
careful search into its documents, which alone 
marks the Christian inquirer. The question is not 
merely whether they confined themselves to the 
language of Scripture, but whether they began 
with the study of it. Doubtless to forbid in con- 
troversy the use of all words but those which 
actually occur in Scripture, is a superstition, an 
encroachment on Christian liberty, and an impe- 
diment to freedom of thought; and especially 
unreasonable, considering that a traditionary sys- 
tem of theology, consistent with, but independent 
of Scripture, has existed in the Church from the 
Apostolic age. ‘‘ Why shouldest thou be in that 
excessive slavery to the letter,’ says Nazianzen, 
‘‘and yield to a Judaical wisdom, poring over 
syllables, while letting slip realities? Suppose, on 
thy saying twice five, or twice seven, I were to 
understand thence ten or fourteen ; or if I spoke of 
a man, when thou hadst named an animal rational 
and mortal, should I in that case appear to thee to 
trifle? how could I so appear, in merely expressing 
your own meaning'?” But, inasmuch as this 
liberty was an evangelical privilege which might 
be allowed to the Arian disputants, on the other 


' Petav. iv. 5. §. 6. 
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cnap. 11. hand it was a dangerous privilege also, ever to be 

secr.v. subjected to a profound respect for the sacred text, 

~~ a cautious adherence to the whole of the doctrine 
therein contained, and a regard also for those 
received statements, which, though not given to us 
as inspired, probably are derived from inspired 
teachers. Now the most liberal admission which — 
can be made in behalf of the Arians, is, to grant 
that they did not altogether throw aside in contro- 
versy the authority of Scripture; i. e. proclaim 
themselves unbelievers ; for it is evident that they 
took only just so much of it, as would afford them 
a basis for erecting their system of heresy by an 
abstract logical process. The mere words, Father 
and Son, yévynoic, &c. were all they wanted of 
revealed authority ; they professed to do all the 
rest for themselves. The meaning of these terms 
in their context, the illustration which they afford 
to each other, and, much more, the Divine doctrine 
considered as one undivided message, variously 
exhibited and dispersed in the various parts of 
Scripture, were excluded from the consideration 
of controversialists, who thought that truth was 
gained by disputing instead of investigating. 

Their as- 2. Next, it will be observed, that throughout 


sumption of 


poe their discussions they assumed as an axiom that 
in theology. there could be no mystery in the Scripture doc- 
trines respecting the nature of God. In this, 
indeed, they did but follow the example of the 
contemporary spurious theologies ; though their 
abstract mode of reasoning from the mere force of 
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one or two Scripture terms, necessarily forced them cnap. 1. 
more than others into the use and avowal of it. s=cr.v. 
The Sabellian, to avoid mystery, denied the dis- 
tinction of Persons in the Divine Nature. Paulus, 
and afterwards Apollinaris, for the same reason, 
denied the existence of two Intelligent Principles 
at once, the Word and the human Soul, in the 
Person of Christ. The Arians adopted both errors. 
Yet what is a mystery in doctrine, but a difficulty 
or inconsistency in the intellectual expression of it ? 
and what reason is there for supposing that revela- 
tion addresses itself to the intellect, except so far as 
it is necessary for conveying and fixing its truths 
on the heart? Why are we not content to take and 
use what is given us, without asking questions ? 
The Catholics, on the other hand, pursued the 
intellectual investigation of the doctrine, under 
the guidance of Scripture and Tradition, merely 
as far as some immediate necessity called for it; 
and cared little though one mode of expression 
seemed inconsistent with another. E. g. they 
developed the notion of ovsia against the Pan- 
theists, of the évurécraroc Aoyoe against the Sa- 
bellians, of the eédaberog against heathen Po- 
lytheism and the Emanatists ; still, they did not 
use these for more than shadows of sacred truth, 
symbols witnessing against the speculations into 
which the unbridled intellect fell. Accordingly, 
they were for a time inconsistent with each other 
in the minor particulars of their doctrinal state- 
ments, being far more bent on opposing error, than 
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forming a theology ;—inconsistent, i. e. before the 
experience of controversy, and the voice of Tradi- 
tion, had detached them from less accurate or ad- 
visable expressions, and made them concede, or at 
least compare and adjust their several declarations. 
Thus, some said that there was but one trdcracte 
(substance) in the Godhead ; others three trooracec 
(substances or persons), and one ovaia (substance) ; 
others spoke of more than one ovsia. Some al- 
lowed, some rejected, the terms zpobod} and opo- 
ovs.ov, according as they were guided by the pre- 
vailing heresy of the day, and their own judgment 
concerning the mode of meeting it. Some spoke 
of the Son as existing from everlasting in the Di- 
vine Mind; others implied that the Logos was 
everlasting, and became the Son in time. Some 
asserted His avapyov, others denied it. Some, 
when interrogated by heretics, taught that He 
was begotten by the Father, YeAnow ; others, pion 
Kat un EK BovAnsewe R others, ovre SéXovroe Tov TaTeoC 
ouTE un YXovroc, adXa ev ™7 Urep BovAny pvoet 5 others 
spoke of a avvooomoc SérAnote!. Some declare that 
God is apWup rpc ; others, numerically one; while 
to others it might appear more philosophical to 
exclude the idea of number altogether, in the dis- 
cussion of that Mysterious Nature, which is beyond 
comparison, whether viewed as One or Three, and 
neither falls under nor forms any conceivable 
species *. 
* Justin. Tryph. 61. 100. &c. Petav. vi. 8. §. 14, 15. 18. 
* Petav. iv. 13. 
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In all such various statements, the object is clear 
and unexceptionable, being merely that of pro- 
testing and practically guarding against dangerous 
deductions from the Scripture doctrine; and the 
problem implied in all of them is, to determine 
how this end may best be effected. There are no 
signs of an intellectual curiosity in the tenor of these 
Catholic expositions, prying into things not seen 
as yet ; nor of an ambition to account for the repre- 
sentations of the truth given us in the sacred writ- 
ings. But such a temper is the very characteristic 
of the Arian disputants. They insisted on taking 
the terms of Scripture and the Church for more 
than they signified, and expected their opponents 
to admit inferences altogether foreign from the 
theological sense in which they were really used. 
Hence they sometimes accused the orthodox of 
heresy, sometimes of inconsistency. To believe 
that the pre-existent Logos was the Son of God, 
was called Valentinianism ; that the Son was the 
real Logos, was called Sabellianism. The Fathers of 
the Church have come down to us loaded with the 
imputation of the strangest errors, merely because 
they united truths which heresies but shared among 
themselves; nor have writers been wanting in 
modern times, from malevolence or carelessness, 
to aggravate these charges. The mystery of their 
Creed has been converted into an evidence of con- 
current heresies. To believe in the actual Incar- 
nation of the Eternal Wisdom, has been treated, 
not as orthodoxy, but as an Ariano-Sabellianism. 

R 
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Gregory of Neocesarea was called a Sabellian, 
because he spoke of one substance in the Divine 
Nature; he was called a forerunner of Arius, be- 
cause he said that Christ was a creature. Origen, 
so frequently accused of Arianism, seemed to be a 
Sabellian, when he said that the Son was the avro- 
adndaa. Athenagoras is charged with Sabellian- 
ism by the very writer (Petau), whose general theory 
it is, that he was one of those Platonizing fathers 
who anticipated Arius’. Alexander, who at the 
opening of the controversy was accused by Arius 
of Sabellianizing, has in these latter times been 
detected by the flippant Jortin to be an advocate 
of Semi-Arianism *, which was the peculiar enemy 
and assailant of Sabellianism in all its forms. The 
celebrated word opootciov has not escaped a similar 
contrariety of charges. Arius himself ascribes it 
to the Manichees ; the Semi-Arians at Ancyra 
anathematize it as Sabellian. It is in the same 
spirit that Arius, in his letter to Alexander, scoffs at 
the agvyevvic and ayevntoyevic, ascribed to the Son on 
the orthodox system; asif the inconsistency, which 
the full sense of the words involved, was a sufh- 
cient refutation of the doctrine really expressed 
by them. 

The Catholics sustained these charges with a 
prudence, which has, (humanly speaking), secured 
the success of their cause; though it has availed 


* Bull. Defens. iii. 5. §. 4. 
* Jortin, Eccles. Hist. vol. ii. pp. 179, 180. 
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little to remove the calumnies heaped upon them- cnap. 1. 
selves. The great Dionysius, who has himself  sxcr. v. 
been defamed by the ‘‘ accuser of the brethren,” 
declares perspicuously the principle of the orthodox 
teaching. ‘‘ The particular expressions which I 
have used,” he says, in his defence, ‘‘ must not be 
taken separate from each other ... whereas my 
opponents have separated two insignificant words 
from the context, and sling them at me from a dis- 
tance ; not understanding, that, in the case of sub- 
jects partially known, illustrations foreign to them 
in nature, nay, inconsistent with each other, aid the 
discussion '.” 

However, the Catholics found themselves under Guard their 


statements, 


the necessity of removing, as far as they could, and are ac- 
their own verbal inconsistencies, and of sanctioning Material 
one form of expression above the rest. Hence dis- 
tinctions, e. g. were made between the use of 
ayévntoc and ayéevynroc, aon and airwoy, as already 
noticed. But these, clear and intelligible as they 

were in themselves, and valuable, both as facilitat- 

ing the argument and disabusing the perplexed in- 
quirer, opened to the heretical party the opportu- 

nity of a new misrepresentation. Whenever the 
orthodox writers showed an anxiety to reconcile 

and discriminate their own expressions, the charge 

of Manicheeism was urged against them ; as if to 

dwell upon, were to rest in the material images 
which were the signs of the unknown truths. E. g. 


’ Athan. de Sent. Dionys, 18. 
R 2 
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the phrase, ‘‘ Light of Light,” the orthodox and 
almost apostolic emblem of the derivation of the 
Son from the Father, as symbolizing Their insepa- 
rability, mutual relation, and the separate fulness 
and exact parallelism of Their perfections, was in- 
terpreted by the gross conceptions of the Mani- 
chean Hieracas'. 

3. When in answer to such objections the Catho- 
lics denied that they attached other than a figurative 
meaning to their words, their opponents suddenly 
turned round, and professed the figurative meaning 
of the terms to be that which they themselves ad- 
vocated. This inconsistency in their mode of con- 
ducting the argument deserves notice. It has 
already been instanced in the original argument of 
Arius, who maintained, that, since the word Son 
in its literal sense included among other ideas that 
of a beginning, the Son of God had had a begin- 
ning or was created, and therefore was not really a 
Son of God at all. It was on account of such un- 


* The é« Seod became the subject of the following profane exa- 
mination : ei yap ék Seov éori, kal éyévynoer é abtrov 6 Sede, we 
® ~ If iol. e / is hal > - ~ iol > e > -, ~ 
ciety, && idiac brootdcewc pice, i} EK Tij¢ iliac ovaiac, ovKOvY 

, Y * \ 2d lan nn 2? ~ ~ > U a , 
wyKoOn, 3} ropa édéEaro, 3) €v TO yevvgy éexdarvvOn, 7) cvvecradn, 
i} re T@y Kara Ta TASH ra cwparcKcd iméorn. Epiph. Heer. lxix. 
15. Or to take the objection made at Niczea to the dpuoovowr by 
Eusebius and some others. In the words of Socrates; é7el yap 
” — e 

Epagay dpoovaroy eivat, 0 ék TLVvd¢ éaTiv, 7) KaTa pepLopdy, 7) KaTa 
pevour, ij Kara mpoPodHv* Kara rpofsoAry per, we ék PLCov PrAdornpa, 

O\ ~ « e ~%> . 

Katd 0€ pevouy, we oi marptkol maidec, KaTa pEpLopoY de, we Bwov 
xpvaldec Ovo i) rpeict Kar’ obdéy dé roUTwy Eorw 6 vide, dua TovTO 


ov ovyKarartBecOa rH wiorer EXeyov. Socr. i. 8. 
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scrupulous dexterity in the controversy, that Alex- cwap.tr. 
ander and Athanasius give them the title of chame-_ scr. v. 
leons. ‘‘ They are as variable and uncertain in 
their opinions, (says the latter,) as chameleons in 

their colour. When refuted, they look confused, and 

when examined they are perplexed ; however, at 

length they recover their assurance, and bring 
forward some evasion. Then, if this in turn is ex- 

posed, they do not rest till they have devised some 

new absurdity, and, as Scripture says, meditate 

vain things, so that they may obtain the privilege 

of being profane. Thus the Jews first asked a sign 

from Christ ; next attributed His miracles to Beel- 
zebub’.” 


Let us, however, pursue the Arians on their new Their in- 
terpretation 
ground of allegory. It has been already observed, ot yévynate 
. <i by creation. 
that they explained the word povoyevne in the sense 
of povoxrioréc ; and considered the oneness of the 
Father and Son to consist in an unity of character 
and will, such as exists between God and His Saints, 
not in nature. 
Now, surely, the temper of mind, which had re- Implies a 
° ° base temper 
course to such a comparison between Christ and us, of mina, 
to defend a heresy, was still more odious, if possi- 
ble, than the original impiety of the heresy itself. 
Thus, the honours graciously bestowed upon human 
nature, as well as the condescending self-abasement 
of our Lord, were made to subserve the cause of 


the blasphemer. It is a known peculiarity of the 


1 Athan. de decr. Nie. 1. Socr. i. 6. 
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message of mercy, that it views the Church of 
Christ as if clothed with, or hidden within, the 
glory of Him who ransomed it ; so that there is no 
name or title belonging to Him literally, which is 
not in a secondary sense applied to the reconciled 
penitent. As our Lord is the Priest and King of 
His redeemed, they, as members of Him, are ac- 
counted kings and priests also. They are said to 
be Christs, or the anointed, to partake of the Divine 
nature, to be the well-beloved of God, His sons, 
one with Him, and heirs of glory; in order to ex- 
press the fulness and the transcendant excellence 
of the blessings gained to the saints by Christ. In 
all these forms of speech, no religious mind runs 
the risk of confusing its own privileges with the 
real prerogatives of Him who gave them ; yet it is 
obviously difficult in argument to discriminate be- 
tween the primary and secondary use of the words, 
and to elicit and exhibit the delicate reasons lying 
in the context of Scripture for conclusions, which 
the common sense of a Christian is impatient as 
well as shocked to hear disputed. Who would so 
trifle with words, to take a parallel case, as to argue 
that, because Christians are said by St. John to 
‘* know all things,” that therefore God is not om- 
niscient in a sense infinitely above man’s highest 
intelligence ? 

It may be observed, moreover, that the Arians 
were inconsistent in their application of the allego- 
rical rule, by which they attempted to interpret 
Scripture ; and showed as great deficiency in their 
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tical devotion to Him. They seem to have fancied s¥°7- v. 


that some of His acts were more comprehensible 
than others, and might accordingly be made the 
basis on which the rest might be interpreted. They 
referred the yévvnoic to the notion of creation ; but 
creation is in fact as mysterious as the divine yév- 
vnotc ; 1. e. we are as little able to understand our 
own words, when we speak of the world’s being 
called into being at God’s word, as when we con- 
fess that His Eternal Perfections are reiterated, with- 
out being doubled, in the Person of His Son. ‘‘ How 
is it,” asks Athanasius, ‘‘ that the impious men 
dare to speak flippantly on subjects too sacred to 
approach, mortals as they are, and incapable of 
explaining even God’s works upon earth? Why 
do I say, His earthly works? let them treat of 
themselves, if so be they can investigate their own 
nature; yet venturous and self-confident, they 
tremble not before the glory of God, which angels 
desire reverently to inspect, though in nature and 


139 


rank far more excellent than they’. Accordingly — 


he argues that nothing is gained by resolving one 
of the Divine operations into another ; that to make 
when attributed to God is essentially distinct from 
the same act when ascribed to man, as incompre- 
hensible as the Divine yévynoicg’ ; and consequently 
that it is our highest wisdom to take the truths of 


* Athan. on Matt. xi. 22. § 6. 
* Athan. de decr. Nic. 11. vid. also Greg. Naz. Orat. 35. p. 566. 
Euseb. Eccl. Theol. i. 12. 
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Scripture as we find them there, and use them for 
the purposes for which they are vouchsafed, with- 
out attempting accurately to systematize or to ex- 
plain away. Far from elucidating, we are evi- 
dently enfeebling the revealed doctrine, by sub- 
stituting povoxriorov for povoyevéc; for if the words are 
synonymous, why should the latter be imsisted on in 
Scripture ? Accordingly, it is proper to make a dis- 
tinction between the primary and the literal mean- 
ing of aterm. All the terms which human lan- 
guage applies to the Supreme Being, may perhaps 
be more or less figurative ; but their primary and 
secondary meaning may still remain as distinct, 
as when they are referred to earthly objects. We 
need not give up the primary meaning of the word 
Son as opposed to the sense of adoption, because 
we forbear to use it in its literal and material sense. 

4, This being the general character of the Arian 
reasonings, it is natural to inquire what was the 
object towards which they tended. Now it will be 
found, that this audacious and elaborate sophistry 
could not escape one of two conclusions ;—either 
the establishment of a sort of polytheism, or, as 
the more practical alternative, that of the mere 
humanity of Christ; i. e. either the superstition of 
paganism, or the virtual atheism of philosophy. If 
the professions of the Arians are to be believed, they 
confessed our Lord to be God, Ange Ode, yet at 
the same time to be infinitely distant from the 
perfections of the One Eternal Cause. Here at once 
aditheism is acknowledged ; but Athanasius pushes 
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on the admission to that of an unlimited polytheism. cuap. 1. 
“« Tf,” he says, ‘‘ the Son were an object of worship ssc». v. 
for His transcendant glory, then every subordinate = 


being is bound to worship his superior’. But so or to Ha- 


repulsive is the notion of a secondary God both to 2 ae 
reason, and much more to Christianity, that the real 
tendency of Arianism lay towards the sole remain- 
ing alternative, the humanitarian scheme.—Its 
essential agreement with Samosatenism has already 
been incidentally shown; it differed from it only 
when the pressure of controversy required it. Its 
history is the proof of this. It started with a boldness 
not inferior to that of Paulus; butas soon as it was 
attacked, it suddenly coiled itself into a defensive 
posture, and plunged amid the thickets of verbal 
controversy. At first it had not scrupled to admit 
the peccable nature of the Son; but it soon learned 
to disguise such consequences of its doctrine, and 
avowed that, in matter of fact, He was indefectible. 
Next it borrowed the language of Platonism, which, 
without committing it to any real renunciation of 
its former declarations, admitted of the dress of a 
high and almost enthusiastic piety. Then it pro- 
fessed an entire agreement with the Catholics, 
except as to the adoption of the single word opoov- 
owe, Which they urged upon it, and concerning 
which, it affected to entertain conscientious scru- 
ples. At this time, it was ready to confess that our 
Lord was the true God, God of God, born aypovwe, 


1 Cudw. Intell. Syst. 4. §. 36. Petav. ii. 12. §. 6. 
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or before all time, and not a creature as other crea- 
tures, but peculiarly the Offspring of God, and His 
accurate Image. Afterwards, changing its ground, 
it protested against non-scriptural expressions, of 
which itself had been the chief inventor; and pro- 
posed an union of all opinions, on the compre- 
hensive basis of a creed, in which the Son should. 
be merely declared to be xara ravra Ouowc, oF 
simply OMOLOc TW Tarol. This versatility of profes- 
sion is an illustration of the character given of the 
Arians by Athanasius, some pages back, which 
is further exemplified in their conduct at the 
Council in which they were condemned ; but it is 
here adduced to show the danger to which the 
Church was exposed from a party who had no 
fixed tenet, except that of opposition to the true 
notion of Christ’s divinity; and whose teaching, 
accordingly, had no firm footing of internal con- 
sistency to rest upon, till it descended to the notion 
of His simple humanity; to the doctrine, that is, 
of Artemas and Paulus, the forerunners of Arius, 
though they too, as well as he, had enveloped their 
impieties in such admissions and professions, as 
assimilated it more or Jess in appearance to the 
faith of the Catholic Church. 

The conduct of the Arians at Nicza, as referred 
to, was as follows. ‘‘ When the Bishops in council 
assembled,” says Athanasius, an eye - witness, 
‘‘ were desirous of ridding the Church of the 
impious expressions invented by Arius, rd & ov« 


” 4 , / ‘ ee ee \e > Ld 
OVTWV, TO KTlLOpa déyew TOV VLOV, TO WV TOTE OTE OVUK TV, 
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Ort teerTH¢g eoTl Pdoewc, and perpetuating those cuHap. 11. 
which we receive on the authority of Scripture, s®°7. v. 
that the Son is é« cov pvoe povoyerinc, the Word, as 
Power, the sole Wisdom of the Father, very God, 

as the Apostle John says, and as Paul, the Radiance 

of His glory, and the express Image of His Person ; 

the Eusebians, influenced by their own heterodoxy, 

said one to another, ‘ Let us agree to this; for we 

too are ex ov, there being one God, of whom are 

all things.’ .... The Bishops, however, discerning 

their cunning, and the artifice adopted by their 


impiety, in order to express more clearly the é row 
Seov, wrote down ék rie ovolac Tov Scov, of the sub- 
stance of God ; creatures being spoken of as éx rov 
Yeov, aS not existing of themselves without cause, 
but having a beginning of production ; but the Son 
being peculiarly éx rie rov warpo¢ ovoiac... Again, 
on the Bishops asking the few advocates of Arian- 
ism present, whether they allowed the Son to be, 
not a creature, but the sole Power, Wisdom, and 
Image of the Father, eternal, and in all respects 
like the Father (amapa\Xaxrov), and very God, the 
Eusebians were detected making signs to each 
other, to express that this also fell in with their 
sentiments. ‘ For we too,’ they said, ‘ are called 
in Scripture the image and glory of God; we are 
eternal... There are many powers, God being the 
Lord of them. Nay, that we are the real sons of 
God, is proved expressly from the text, in which the 
Son calls us brethren. Nor should their assertion, 
that He is the very (true) God, distress us ; for inas- 
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much as He was made true, Heis true.’ This was 
the abandoned meaning of the Arians. But here 
too the Bishops seeing through their deceit, brought 
together from Scripture, the radiance, source and 
stream, express Image of Person, ‘ In Thy light we 
shall see light,’ ‘I and the Father are one,’ and last 
of all, expressed themselves more clearly and con- 
cisely in the phrase Omoovctov elvau Tw Tarpl Tov VLOV 5 
for all that was beforesaid has this meaning. As to 
their complaint about non-scriptural phrases, they 
themselves refute it. It was they who began with 
their impious expressions, ro e& ov« ovrwy, and 70 Hy 
mort Ore ovk jv, Which are not Scripture; and now they 
make it a charge, that they are detected by means 
of non-scriptural terms, which have been reverently 
adopted ’.” The last remark is important; even 
those traditional statements of the Catholic doc- 
trine, which were more explicit than Scripture, 
had not taken the shape of formule. It was the 
Arian defined propositions of the é& ov« ovrwy, and 
the like, which called for the imposition of the 
Omoovatov. 

It has sometimes been said, that the Catholics 
anxiously searched for some offensive test, which 
might operate to the exclusion of the Arians. This 
is not correct, inasmuch as they have no need to 
search ; the é« rie ovsiac having been openly de- 
nied by the Arians, five years before the Council, 
and no practical distinction between it and the 


* Athan. Ep. ad Afros, 5, 6. 
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opoovaroy existing, till the era of Basil and his Semi- cnap. 1. 
Arians. Yet, had it been necessary, doubtless it seer. v. 


this nature; nay, to urge upon the heretical 
teachers the plain consequences of their doctrine, 
and to drive them into the adoption of them. 
These consequences are certain of being elicited in 
the long run ; and it is but equitable to anticipate 
them in the persons of the heresiarchs, rather than 
to suffer them gradually to unfold and spread far 
and wide after their day, sapping the faith of their 
deluded and less guilty followers. Many a man 
would be deterred from outstepping the truth, 
could he see the end of his course from the begin- 
ning. The Arians felt this, and therefore resisted 
a detection, which would at once expose them to 
the condemnation of all serious men. In this lies the 
difference between the treatment due to an indivi- 
dual in error, and to one who is confident enough 
to publish his innovations. The former claims 
from us the most affectionate sympathy, and the 
most.considerate attention. The latter should meet 
with no mercy; he assumes the office of the 
Tempter, and, so far forth as his error goes, must 
be dealt with by the competent authority, as if he 
were embodied Evil. To spare him is a false and 
dangerous pity. It is to endanger the souls of 
thousands, and it is uncharitable towards himself. 


would have been their duty to seek for a test of a8 


CHAPTER III. 


THE COUNCIL OF NICA. 


SECTION I. 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCIL. 


cap. 11. THE authentic account of the proceedings of the 


SECT. I. 


Subject of 


Nicene Council is not extant'. It has in conse- 
quence been judged expedient to put together in 


thechapter. the last chapter whatever was necessary for the 
p 


explanation of the Catholic and Arian creeds, and 
the controversy concerning them, rather than to 
reserve any portion of the doctrinal discussion for 
the present, though in some respects the more 
appropriate place for its introduction. Here then 
the transactions at Nicwa shall be reviewed in their 
political or ecclesiastical aspect. 


’ Vid. Ittigius Hist. Conc. Nic. §. 1. The rest of this volume 
is drawn up from the following authorities : Eusebius vit. Const., 
Socrates, Sozomen and Theodoret Hist. Eccles, the various 
historical tracts of Athanasius, Epiphanius Heer. Ixix. lxxiii., and 
the Acta Conciliorum. Of moderns, especially Tillemont and 
Petavius ; then, Maimbourg’s history of Arianism, the Benedictine 
life of Athanasius, Cave’s life of Athanasius and Literary His- 
tory, Gibbon’s Roman History, and Mr. Bridges’ Reign of Con- 
stantine. 
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Arius first published his heresy about the year cuap. 1 
319. His previous turbulence has already been *=cr1 
mentioned. It is said, that, on the death of pateers 
Achillas, he had aspired to the primacy of the tense of 
Egyptian Church; and, according to Philostor- 
gius', the historian of his party, a writer of little 
credit, he had generously resigned his claims in 
favour of Alexander, who was elected. His ambi- 
tious character renders it not improbable that 
he was a candidate for the vacant dignity; but 
the difference of age between himself and Alex- 
ander, which must have been considerable, at once 
accounts for the elevation of the latter, and is an 
evidence of the indecency of Arius in becoming a 
competitor at all. His first attack on the Catholic 
doctrine was conducted with an openness, which, 
considering the general duplicity of his party, is 
the most honourable trait in his character. Ina 
public meeting of the Clergy of Alexandria, he 
accused his diocesan of Sabellianism; an insult 
which Alexander, from deference to the talents and 
learning of the objector, sustained with somewhat 
too little of the dignity befitting ‘‘ the Ruler of the 
people.” The mischief, which ensued from his 
misplaced meekness, was considerable. Arius was 
one of the public preachers of Alexandria ; and, as 
some suppose, Master of the Catechetical School. 
Others of the city Presbyters were stimulated by 
his example to similar irregularities. Colluthus, 
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Carponas, and Sarmatas, began to form each his 
own party in a Church, which Meletius had already 


* troubled ; and Colluthus went so far as to promul- 


gate an heretical doctrine, and to found a sect. 
Still hoping to settle these disorders without the 
exercise of his episcopal power, Alexander sum- 
moned a meeting of his Clergy, in which Arius was 
allowed to state his doctrines freely, and to argue 
in their defence ; and, whether from a desire not 
to overbear the discussion, or from distrust in his 
own power of accurately expressing the truth, and 
anxiety about the charge of heresy brought against 
himself, the Primate, though in no wise a man of 
feeble mind, is said to have refrained from com- 
mitting himself on the controverted subject, ‘‘ ap- 
plauding,” as Sozomen tells us, ‘‘ sometimes the 
one party, sometimes the other’.” At length the 
error of Arius appeared to be of that serious and 
confirmed nature, that countenance of it became 
sinful. The heresy began to spread beyond the 
Alexandrian Church ; the indecision of Alexander 
excited the murmurs of the Catholics ; till, at last, 
called unwillingly to the discharge of a severe duty, 
he gave public evidence of his real indignation 
against the blasphemies which he had so long 
endured’, and excommunicated Arius with his 
followers. 

This proceeding, obligatory, as it was, on a 
Christian Bishop, and ratified by the concurrence 


* Soz. i. 14. ® xpoc doyiy ékdmrerat, Socr. i. 6. 
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of a provincial Council, and expedient even for cnap.1t. 
the immediate interests of Christianity, had other ser 
Churches been equally honest in their allegiance — 
to the true faith, had the effect of increasing the 
influence of Arius, by throwing him upon his 
fellow-Lucianists of the rival dioceses of the East, 
and giving notoriety to his name and tenets. In 
Egypt, indeed, he had already been supported by 


the Meletian faction; which, in spite of its pro- 


fession of orthodoxy, continued in alliance with 
him, through jealousy to the Church, even after he 
had fallen into heresy. But the countenance of 
these schismatics was of small consideration, com- 
pared with the powerful aid frankly tendered him, 
on his excommunication, by the leading men in 
the great Catholic communities of Asia Minor and 
the East. Palestine was the first to afford him a 
retreat from Alexandrian orthodoxy, where he re- 
ceived a cordial reception from the learned Euse- 
bius, Metropolitan of Cesarea, Athanasius of Ana- 
zarbus, and others; who, in letters in his behalf, 
did not hesitate to declare their concurrence with 
him in the full extent of his heresy. Eusebius 
even declared that Christ was not very God 
(adnBivde Ocdc); and his associate Athanasius as- 
serted, that He was in the number of the hundred 
sheep of the parable, i.e. the creatures of God. 
Yet, in spite of the countenance of these and other ue 
eminent men, Arius found it difficult to maintain Eusebius. 
his ground against the general indignation which 
his heresy excited. He was resolutely opposed by 
s 
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Philogonius, patriarch of Antioch, and Macarius, of 
Jerusalem ; who promptly answered the call made 


“upon them by Alexander, in his circulars addressed 


to the Syrian Churches. In the meanwhile Euse- 
bius, of Nicomedia, the early friend of Arius, and 
the ecclesiastical adviser of Constantia, the Em- 
peror’s sister, declared in his favour; and offered 
him a refuge, which he readily accepted, from the 
growing unpopularity which attended him in Pales- 
tine. Supported by the patronage of so powerful 
a prelate, Arius was now scarcely to be considered 
in the position of a schismatic or an outcast. He 
assumed in consequence a more calm and respect- 
ful demeanour towards Alexander; imitated the 
courteous language of his friend ; and, in his epistle 
which was introduced into the last chapter, ad- 
dresses his diocesan with an affectation of humility, 
and defers or appeals to previous statements made 
by Alexander himself on the doctrine in dispute. 
At this time also he seems to have corrected and 
completed his system. George, afterwards Bishop 
of Laodicea, taught him an evasion for the orthodox 
test ex Oeov, by a reference to 1 Cor. xi. 12. Aste- 
rius, a sophist of Cappodocia, supported the 
secondary sense of the word Logos as applied to 
Christ, by a reference to such passages as Joel ii. 
25; and, in order to explain away the force of the 
povoyervnc, maintained, that to Christ alone out of all 
creatures it had been given, to be fashioned under 
the immediate presence and perilous weight of the 
Divine hand. Now too, as it appears, the title of 
7 
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adrnfivoe Oed6¢ was ascribed to Him; the addowrdy cHap.uL 
was withdrawn; and an admission of His actual svc. 
indefectibility substituted for it. The heresy being 
thus placed on a less exceptionable basis, the 
influence of Eusebius was exerted in Councils both 

in Bithynia and Palestine ; in which Arius was 
acknowledged, and more urgent solicitations ad- 
dressed to Alexander, in order to effect his re- 
admission into the Church. 

This was the history of the controversy for the Necessity 
first four or five years of its existence ; i.e. till the terference 
era of the battle of Hadrianople (a. p. 323), by the gies 
issue of which Constantine, becoming master of the 
Roman world, was at liberty to turn his thoughts to 
the state of Christianity in the Eastern Provinces of 
the Empire. From this date it is connected with 
civil history ; a consequence natural, and indeed 
necessary, under the existing circumstances, though 
it was the occasion of subjecting Christianity to 
fresh persecutions, in place of those which its 
nominal triumph had terminated. When a heresy, 
condemned and excommunicated by one Church, 
was taken up by another, and independent Christ- 
ian bodies thus stood in open opposition, nothing 
was left to those who desired peace, to say nothing 
of orthodoxy, but to bring the question under the 
notice of a General Council. But as a previous 
step, the leave of the civil power was plainly 
necessary for so public a display of that wide- 
spreading association, of which the faith of the 
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cuar.1. Gospel was the uniting and animating principle. 


SECT. I. 


Constan- 
tine. 


Thus the Church could not meet together in one, 
without entering into a sort of negociation with the 
powers that be; whose jealousy it is the duty of 
Christians, both as individuals and as a body, if 
possible, to dispel. On the other hand, the Roman 
Emperor, as a professed disciple of the truth, was 
of course bound to protect its interests, and to afford 
every facility for its establishment in purity and 
eficacy. It was under these circumstances that 
the Nicene Council was convoked. 

Now we must direct our view for a while to the 
character and history of Constantine. It is an un- 
grateful task to discuss the private opinions and 
motives of an Emperor, who was the first to pro- 
fess himself the Protector of the Church, and to 
relieve it from the abject and suffering condition, in 
which it had lain for three centuries. Constantine 
is our benefactor ; inasmuch as we, who now live, 
may be considered to have received the gift of 
Christianity, by means of the increased influence 
which he gave to the Church. And, were it not that 
in conferring his benefaction, he burdened it with 
the bequest of an heresy, which outlived his age 
by many centuries, and still exists in its effects in 
the divisions of the East, nothing would here be 
said, from mere grateful recollection of him, by 
way of analyzing the state of mind, in which he 
viewed the benefit which he has conveyed to us. 
But his conduct, as it discovers itself in the sub- 
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sequent history, natural as it was in his case, yet cwap. 111. 

has somewhat of a warning in it, which must not secr.1 

be neglected in after times. 
It is of course impossible accurately to describe Nature of 

the various feelings, with which one in Constan- ianity. 

tine’s peculiar situation was likely to regard Chris- 

tianity ; yet the joint effect of them all may be 

gathered from his actual conduct, and the state of 

the civilized world at the time. He found his em- 

pire distracted with civil and religious dissensions, 

which tended to the dissolution of society ; at a 

time too, when the barbarians without were pressing 

upon it with a vigour, formidable in itself, but far 

more menacing in consequence of the decay of the 

ancient spirit of Rome. He perceived the powers 

of its old polytheism, from whatever cause, ex- 

hausted ; and a newly risen philosophy vainly en- 

deavouring to resuscitate a mythology which had 

done its work, and now, like all things of earth, 

was fast returning to the dust from which it was 

taken. He heard the same philosophy inculcating 

the principles of that more exalted and refined re- 

ligion, which a civilized age will always require ; 

and he witnessed the same substantial teaching, as 

he would consider it, embodied in the precepts, 

and enforced by the energetic discipline, the union, 

and the example of the Christian Church. Here 

his thoughts would rest, as in a natural solution of 

the investigation, to which the state of his Empire 

gave rise; and, without knowing enough of the 

internal characters of Christianity, to care to in- 
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cuap. 111.struct himself in them, he would discern, on the 
sxor.t. face of it, a doctrine more real than that of philoso- 
- phy, and a rule of life more self-denying than that 
of the Republic. The Gospel seemed to be the fit 
instrument of a civil reformation,’ being but a new 
form of the old wisdom, which had existed in the 
world at large from the beginning. Revering, nay, 
in one sense, honestly submitting to its faith, yet 
he acknowledged it rather as.a system, than joined 
it as an institution; and, by refraining from the 
sacrament of baptism till his last illness, he acted 
in the spirit of men of the world in every age, who 
dislike to pledge themselves to engagements which 
they still intend to fulfil, and to descend from the 
position of judges, to that of disciples of the truth *. 
He aims at Peace is so eminently the perfection of the Chris- 


peace apart 
from truth. tian temper, conduct, and discipline, and it had 


been so wonderfully exemplified in the» previous 
history of the Church, that it was almost unavoid- 
able in a heathen soldier and statesman, to regard 
it as the sole precept of the Gospel. It required a 
far more refined moral perception, to detect and to 
approve the principle, on which this peace is 
grounded in Scripture ; to submit to the dictation 
of truth, as such, as a primary authority in matters 
of political and private conduct ; to understand how 
belief in a certain creed was a condition of divine 
favour, how the social union was intended to result 
from a unity of opinions, the love of man to spring 


* Gibbon. Hist. ch. xx. 
* Vid. his speech, Euseb. vit. Const. iv. 62. 
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from the love of God, and zeal to be prior in the cwap.1u. 


succession of Christian graces to benevolence. It see™™ 


had been predicted by Him who came to offer 
peace to the world, that, in matter of fact, that gift 
would be changed into the sword of discord ; man- 
kind being alienated from the doctrine, more than 
they were won over by the amiableness, of Christ- 
ianity. But He alone was able thus to discern, 
through what a succession of difficulties Divine 
truth advances to its final victory ; shallow minds 
anticipate the end apart from the course which 
leads to it. Especially they who receive scarcely 
more of His teaching, than the instinct of civiliza- 
tion recognizes, (and Constantine must, on the whole, 
be classed among such,) view the religious dissen- 
tions of the Church as simply evil, and, (as they 
would fain prove,) contrary to His own precepts ; 
whereas in fact they are but the history of truth 
in its first stage of trial, when it aims at being 
‘‘ pure” before it is ‘‘ peaceable ;” and are repre- 
hensible only so far, as baser passions mix them- 
selves with that true loyalty towards God, which 
desires His glory in the first place, and only in the 
second place, the tranquillity and good order of 
society. . 


The Edict of Milan, (a.p. 313) was among the Eaict of 


first effects of Constantine’s anxiety, to restore fel- 
lowship of feeling to the members of his distracted 
empire. In it an absolute toleration was given by 
him and his colleague Licinius, to the Christians 
and all other persuasions, to follow the form of 
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cuap. 111. worship which each had adopted for himself ; and it 
sect... was granted, with the professed view of consulting 


for the peace of their people. 

Schism of A year did not elapse from the date of this 

ie Edict, when Constantine found it necessary to sup- 
port it by severe repressive measures against the 
Donatists of Africa, though their offences were 
scarcely of a civil nature. Their schism had ori- 
ginated in the disappointed ambition of two pres- 
byters ; who fomented an opposition to Ceecilian, 
illegally elevated, as they pretended, to the episco- 
pate of Carthage. Growing into a sect, they ap- 
pealed to Constantine, who referred their cause to 
the arbitration of successive Councils. These pro- 
nounced in favour of Cacilian; and, on Constan- 
tine’s reviewing and confirming their sentence, the 
defeated party assailed him with intemperate com- 
plaints, accused Hosius, his adviser, of partiality 
in the decision, stirred up the magistrates against 
the Catholic Church, and endeavoured to deprive 
it of its places of worship. Constantine in conse- 
quence took possession of their churches, banished 
their seditious bishops, and put some of them to 
death. A love of truth is not irreconcileable either 
with an unlimited toleration, or an exclusive pa- 
tronage of a selected religion; but to endure or 
discountenance error, according as it is, or is not, 
represented in an independent system and existing 
authority, to spare the pagans and to tyrannize 
over the schismatics, is the conduct of one who sub- 
jected religious principle to expediency, and aimed 
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at peace, as a supreme good, by forcible measures cuap. 111. 
where it was possible, otherwise by conciliation. lal 
It must be observed, moreover, that subsequently , 
ae urther 
to the celebrated vision of the Labarum, (a.p. 312.) evidence. of 


the political 
he publicly invoked the Deity as one and the same character of 


in all forms of worship ; and at a later period, (A.D. ne 
321.) he promulgated simultaneous edicts for the 
observance of Sunday, and the due consultation 
of the aruspices'. On the other hand, as in the 
Edict of Milan, so in his letters and edicts con- 
nected with the Arian controversy, the same refer- 
ence is made to external peace and good order, 
as the chief object towards which his thoughts were 
directed. The same desire of tranquillity, led him 
to summon to the Nicene Council the Novatian 
Bishop Acesius, as well as the orthodox prelates. 
At a later period still, when he extended a more 
open countenance to the Church as an institution, 
the same principle discovers itself in his conduct, 
which actuated him in his measures against the 
Donatists. In proportion as he recognizes the 
Catholic body, he drops his toleration of the secta- 
ries. He prohibited the conyenticles of the Valen- 
tinians, Montanists, and other heretics ; who, at his 
bidding, joined the Church in such numbers, (many 
of them, says Eusebius, ‘‘ through fear of the Im- 
perial threat, with hypocritical minds’,”) that at 
length both heresy and schism, might be said to 


1 Gibbon, Hist. ibid. ? Euseb. vit. Const. iii. 66. 
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cuap. 11. disappear from the face of society. Now let us 
sect.t. observe his conduct in the Arian controversy. 

Hehwin. Doubtless it was a grievous disappointment to 

telligence of a generous and large-minded prince, to discover 

=e that the Church itself, from which he had looked 
for the consolidation of his empire, was convulsed 
by dissensions such as were unknown amid the 
heartless wranglings of Pagan philosophy. The 
disturbances caused by the Donatists, which his 
acquisition of Italy (a.p. 312.) had opened upon 
his view, extended from the borders of the Alexan- 
drian patriarchate to the ocean. The conquest of 
the East (a.p. 323.) did but enlarge his prospect 
of the distractions of Christendom. The patri- 
archate just mentioned had lately been visited by 
a deplorable heresy, which having run its course 
through the chief parts of Egypt, Libya, and Cy- 
renaica, had attacked Palestine and Syria, and 
spread thence into the dioceses of Asia Minor and 
the Lydian Proconsulate. 

Writes to Constantine was informed of the growing schism 

and Arius. at Nicomedia, and at once addressed a letter to 
Alexander and Arius jointly’; a reference to which 
will enable the reader to verify for himself the ac- 
count above given of the nature of the Emperor’s 
Christianity. He professes therein two motives 
as impelling him in his public conduct ; first, the 
desire of effecting the reception, throughout his do- 


‘ Ibid. ii, 64—72. 
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minions, of some one definite and complete form of cuap. 111. 
religious worship ; next, that of settling and invi- s®¢t-1. 
gorating the civil institutions of the empire. De- 
sirous of securing an unity of sentiment among all 

the believers in the Deity, he professes first to 

have directed his attention to the religious dissen- 

sions of Africa, where he had hoped ‘to have had 

the aid of the Oriental Christians in his attempt to 
terminate them. ‘‘ But,’ he continues, ‘ glorious 


and divine Providence! how grievously were 
my ears, or rather my heart wounded, by the 
report of a rising schism among you far more 
acrimonious than the African dissensions.... On 
investigation, I must say, that the reasons for 
this eagerness on both sides appear to me insigni- 
ficant and worthless... As I understand the mat- 
ter, it seems that you, Alexander, were asking the 
separate opinions of your clergy on some passage 
of Scripture, or rather were inquiring about 
some unedifying question, when you, Arius, in- 
considerately committed yourself to statements, 
which should either never have come into your 
mind, or have been at once repressed. On this a 
difference ensued, Christian intercourse was sus- 
pended, the sacred flock was divided into two, and 
the harmonious order of the Church broken. .. My 
advice to you is, neither to ask nor answer ques- 
tions, which instead of being Scriptural, are the 
mere sport of idleness, or an exercise of ability ; at 
best, keep them to yourselves, and do not publish 


268 


HISTORY OF THE NICENE COUNCIL, 


cuap.1. them... You agree in fundamentals ; neither of 
seer. you is introducing any novel mode of worship, so 


that it is in your power to unite in one communion. 
Even the philosophers of one sect can agree toge- 
ther, though differing in particulars... Is it right 
for brothers to oppose brothers, for the sake of tri- 
fles?... Such conduct might be expected from the 
multitude, or from the intemperance of youth; but 
little befits your sacred order. and experience of the 
world.”’ Such is the substance of his letter, which, 
written on an imperfect knowledge of the facts of 
the case, and with somewhat of the prejudices of 
Kelectic liberalism, was inapplicable, even where 
abstractedly true ; his fault lying in his supposing, 
that an individual like himself, who had not even 
received the grace of baptism, could discriminate 
between great and little questions in theology. 
He concludes with the following words, which 
show the amiableness and sincerity of a mind, in a 
measure awakened from the darkness of heathen- 
ism, though they savour at the same time of the 
affectation of the rhetorician: ‘‘ Give me back my 
days of calm, my nights of security; that I may 
experience henceforth the comfort of the clear light, 
and the cheerfulness of tranquillity. Otherwise, I 
shall sigh and be dissolved in tears... So great is 
my grief, that I put off my journey to sth East on 
the news of your dissension... Open for me that 
path towards you, which your contentions have 
closed up. Let me see you and all other cities in 
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happiness ; that I may offer due thanksgivings to cuap. m1. 

God above, for the unanimity and free intercourse — secr. 1. 

which is seen among you.” TT 
This letter was conveyed to the Alexandrian Convokes” 

Church by Hosius, who was appointed by the Em- of Neen, 

peror to mediate between the contending parties. 

A Council was called, in which some minor irre- 

gularities were arranged, but nothing settled on the 

main question in dispute. Hosius returned to his 

master to report an unsuccessful mission, and to 

advise, as the sole measure which remained to be 

adopted, the calling of a general Council, in which 

the Catholic doctrine might be formally declared, 

and a judgment promulgated as to the basis upon 

which communion with the Church was henceforth 

to be determined. Constantine assented ; and, dis- 

covering that the ecclesiastical authorities were ear- 

nest in condemning the tenets of Arius, as being 

an audacious innovation on the received creed, he 

suddenly adopted a new line of conduct towards 

the heresy ; and in a letter which he addressed to 

Arius, professes himself a zeaious advocate of 

Christian truth, ventures to expound it, and at- 

tacks Arius with a vehemence, which can only be 

imputed to his impatience in finding that any indi- 

vidual had presumed to disturb the peace of the 

community. It is remarkable, as showing his 

utter ignorance of doctrines, which were never in- 

tended for discussion among the unbaptized hea- 

then, or the secularized Christian, that, in spite of 

this bold avowal of the orthodox faith in detail, yet 
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shortly after he explained to Eusebius one of the 
Nicene declarations, in a sense which even Arius 


‘would scarcely have allowed, expressed as it is 


almost after the manner of Paulus’. 

The first Ecumenical Council met at Nicea in 
Bithynia, in the summer of a. p. 325. It was at- 
tended by about 300 prelates, chiefly from the 
eastern provinces of the empire, besides a multi- 
tude of priests, deacons, and. other functionaries of 
the Church. Hosius, one of the most eminent 
men of an age of saints, was president. The pre- 
lates who took the principal share in its proceedings, 
were Alexander of Alexandria, attended by his 
deacon Athanasius, then about 27 years of age, 
and soon afterwards his successor in the see ; Eusta- 
thius, patriarch of Antioch, Macarius of Jerusalem, 
Cecilian of Carthage, the object of the hostility of 
the Donatists, Leontius of Caesarea in Cappadocia, 
and Marcellus of Ancyra, whose name was after- 
wards unhappily notorious in the Church. The 
numberof Arian bishops is variously stated at 13, 17, 
or 22 ; the most conspicuous of these being the well 
known prelates of Nicomedia and Cesarea, both of 
whom bore the name of Eusebius. 

The discussions of the Council commenced in 
the middle of June, and were at first private. Arius 
was introduced and examined ; and confessed his 
impieties with a plainness and vehemence, far more 
respectable than the hypocrisy which was the cha- 
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racteristic of his party, and ultimately was adopted 
by himself. Then followed his disputation with 
Athanasius, who afterwards engaged Eusebius of 
Nicomedia, Maris, and Theognis. The unfortu- 
nate Marcellus also distinguished himself in the 
defence of the Catholic doctrine. 

It has sometimes been supposed, that the Council 
was in doubt for a time, how to discriminate between 
themselves and the heresy ; but the discussions of 
the last chapter contain sufficient evidence, that the 
Nicene Fathers had rather to reconcile themselves 
to a formula which expedience suggested, and to 
the use of it as a test, than to discover a means of 
ejecting or subduing their opponents. In the very 
beginning of the controversy, Eusebius of Nico- 
media had declared, that he would not admit the 
tk Te ovolac as an attribute of our Lord’. A letter 
containing a similar avowal was read at the Coun- 
cil, and served to set distinctly before the assem- 
bled prelates the objects for which they had met ; 
viz. to ascertain the extent of danger accruing to 
the Church from the Arian innovations ; to protest 
against them, and take measures for putting a 
stop to them; and to overcome their own reluc- 
tance to the public adoption of a word, in explana- 
tion of the true doctrine, which was not found in 
Scripture, had actually been perverted in the pre- 
vious century to an heretical meaning, and was in 
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consequence forbidden by the Antiochene Council 


which condemned Paulus. 


The Arian party, on the other hand, anxious to 
avoid a test, which they had committed themselves 
in condemning, presented a creed of their own, 
drawn up by Eusebius of Cesarea. Though the 
words é« rn¢ ovclac OF opoovctog were omitted, every. 
term of honour and dignity, short of these, was 
bestowed therein upon the Son of God ; who was 
designated as the Logos of God, God of God, Light 
of Light, Life of Life, the only-begotten Son, the 
First-born of the whole creation, made of the Father 
before all worlds, and the Instrument of creating 
them. The Three Persons were confessed to be in 
real existence, (i. e. in opposition to Sabellianism, ) 
and to be adnXvoc, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. 
The Catholics saw very clearly, that concessions of 
this kind on the part of the Arians, did but conceal 
the real question in dispute. Orthodox as were the 
terms employed by them, naturally and satisfac- 
torily as they would have answered the purposes 
of a test, had the existing questions never been 
agitated, and consistent as they were with cer- 
tain produceable statements of the Ante-Nicene 
writers, they were irrelevant at a time, when eva- 
sions had been found for them all, and triumph- 
antly proclaimed. The plain question was, whe- 
ther our Lord was God in as full a sense as the 
Father, though not to be viewed as separable from 
Him ; or whether, as the sole alternative, He was 
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a creature ; i. e. whether He was literally of, and cnap. 1. 
in, the one Indivisible Essence which we adore as s©¢™ © 


God, opoovcvwoc Oew, or of a substance which had a 
beginning. The Arians said that He was a crea- 
ture, the Catholics that He was very God; and all 
the subtleties of the most fertile ingenuity could 
not alter, and could but hide, this fundamental 
difference. A specimen of the Arian argumentation 
at the Council has already been given on the tes- 
timony of Athanasius ; happily it was not success- 
ful. A creed was composed by Hosius, containing Ths Hee 
the discriminating terms of orthodoxy ; and ana- 
themas were added against all who introduced the 
heretical formule, Arius and his immediate fol- 
lowers being mentioned by name. In order to pre- 
vent misapprehension of the sense in which the test 
was used, explanations accompanied it. Thus 
carefully defined, it was offered for subscription to 
the members of the Council; who in consequence 
bound themselves to excommunicate from their re- 
spective bodies, all who actually obtruded upon the 
Church the unscriptural and novel positions of 
Arius. As to the laity, they were not required to 
subscribe any test as the condition of communion ; 
though they were of course exposed to the opera- 
tion of the anathema, in case they ventured on 
positive innovations on the rule of faith. 

While the Council took this clear and temperate Ss 
view of its duties, Constantine acted a part, alto- 
gether consistent with his own previous sentiments, 
and praiseworthy under the circumstances of his 
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defective knowledge. He had followed the pro- 
ceedings of the assembled prelates with interest, 
and had neglected no opportunity of impressing 
upon them the supreme importance of securing the 
peace of the Church. On the opening of the 
Council, he had set the example of conciliation, by 
burning publicly without reading certain charges, 
which had been presented to him against some of 
its members; a noble act, as conveying a lesson to 
all present to repress every private feeling, and to 
deliberate for the well-being of the Church Catholic 
to the end of time. Such was his behaviour, while 
the question in controversy was still pending; but, 
when the decision was once announced, his tone 
altered, and what had been a recommendation of 
caution, at once became an injunction to conform. 
Opposition to the sentence of the Church was con- 
sidered as disobedience to the civil authority ; the 
prospect of banishment was proposed as the alter- 
native of subscription; and it was not long before 
seven of the thirteen dissentient Bishops submit- 
ted to the pressure of the occasion, and accepted 
the creed with its anathemas as articles of peace. 
Indeed, the position in which Eusebius of Nico- 
media had placed their cause, rendered it difficult 
for them consistently to refuse subscription. The 
violence, with which Arius originally assailed the 
Catholics, had been succeeded by an affected 
earnestness for unity and concord, so soon as his 
favour at Court allowed him to dispense with the 
low popularity, by which he first rose into notice. 
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The insignificancy of the points in dispute, which cnap. m1. 
had lately been the very ground of complaint with s*¢t. = 
him and his party against the particular Church 


which condemned them, became an argument for 
yielding, when the other Churches of Christendom 
confirmed the sentence of the Alexandrian. It is 
said, that some of them substituted the ouootoor 
for the ouoovc.wy in the confessions which they pre- 
sented to the Council ; but it is unsafe to trust the 
Anomeean Philostorgius, on whose authority the 
report rests’, in a charge against the Eusebian 
party, and perhaps after all he merely means, that 
they explained the latter by the former as an ex- 
cuse for their own recantation. The six, who 
remained unpersuaded, had raised an objection, 
which the explanations set forth by the Council 
had gone to obviate, on the alleged materialism 
of the word which had been selected as the test. 
At length four of them gave way; and the other 
two, Eusebius of Nicomedia, and another, with- 
drawing their opposition to the opmoovsor, only 
refused to sign the condemnation of Arius. These, 
however, were at length released from their dif_i- 
culty, by the submission of the heresiarch himself ; 
who was pardoned on the understanding, that he 
never returned to the Church, which had suffered 
so much from his intrigues. There is, however, 
some difficulty in this part of the history. Euse- 
bius shortly afterwards suffered a temporary exile, 


1 Philost. 1. 9. 
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CHAP. 111. on a detection of his former practices with Licinius 


SECT. I. 


SECT. II. 


to the injury of Constantine ; and Arius, apparently 
involved in his ruin, was banished with his follow- 
ers into Illyria. 


SECTION II. 
CONSEQUENCES OF THE NICENE COUNCIL. 


From the time that the Eusebians consented to 


The Euse- gubscribe the Homoousion in accordance with the 


bians a 
political 
faction. 


In what 
sense the 
Church a 
political 
power. 


wishes of a heathen prince, they became nothing 
better than a political party. They soon learned, 
indeed, to call themselves Homeceusians, or believers 
in the Homoiousion, as if they still held the pecu- 
liarities of a religious creed ; but in truth it is an 
abuse of language to say, that they had any belief 
at all. For this reason, the account of the Homceu- 
sian or Semi-arian doctrine shall be postponed, till 
such time as we fall in with individuals, whom we 
may believe to be serious in their professions, and 
to act under the influence of religious convictions, 
however erroneous. Here the Eusebians must be 
described as a secular faction, which is the true 
character of them in the history, in which they bear 
a part. 

Strictly speaking, the Christian Church, as being 
a visible society, is necessarily a political power or 
party. It may be a party triumphant, or a party 
under persecution ; but a party it always must be, 
prior in existence to the civil institutions with which 
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it is surrounded, and from its latent divinity formid- cnap. 11. 
able and influential, even to the end of time. sect. 1. 
The grant of permanency was made in the begin- 
ning, not to the mere doctrine of the Gospel, but 
to the Association itself built upon the doctrine!’ ; 
in prediction, not only of the indestructibility of 
Christianity, but of the medium also through which 
it was to be manifested to the world. Thus the 
Ecclesiastical Body is a divinely-appointed means, 
towards realizing the great evangelical blessings. 
Christians depart from their duty, or become in 
an offensive sense political, not when they act as 
members of one community, but when they do so 
for temporal ends or in an illegal manner ; not when 
they assume the attitude of a party, but when they 
split into many. If the primitive believers did not 
interfere with the acts of the civil government, it 
was merely because they had no civil rights en- 
abling them legally to doso. But where they have 
rights, the case is different’ ; and the existence of a 
secular spirit is to be ascertained, not by their 
using these, but their using them for ends short of 
those for which they were given. Doubtless in 
criticising the mode of their exercising them in a 
particular case, differences of opinion may fairly 
exist; but the principle itself, the duty of using 
their civil rights in the service of religion, is 
clear; and since there is a popular misconception, 
that Christians, and especially the Clergy, as such, 


1 Matt. xvi. 18. 2 Acts xvi. 37—39. 
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cHAp. 11. have no concern in temporal affairs, it is expedient 

stor. 1. to take every opportunity of formally denying the 
position, and demanding proof of it. In truth, the 
Church was framed for the express purpose of in- 
terfering, or, (as irreligious men will say,) meddling 
with the world. It is the plain duty of its mem- 
bers, not only to associate internally, but also to 
develop that internal union in an external warfare 
with the spirit of evil, whether in Kings’ courts or 
among the mixed multitude ; and, if they can do 
nothing else, at least they can suffer for the truth, 
and remind men of it, by inflicting on them the 
task of persecution. 

Review of _ 1, These principles being assumed, it is easy to 

ce ee enter into the relative positions of the Catholics 
and Arians, at the era under consideration. Of the 
Catholics more presently ; first, let us dwell on the 
conduct of the Arians. It is a matter of fact, that 
they commenced their career with the deliberate 
commission of disorderly and schismatical acts ; 
and it is a clear inference from their subsequent 
proceedings, that they did so for privateends. For 
both reasons, then, they were a mere political 
faction, usurping the name of religion; and, as 
such, essentially anti-christian. It is not here de- 
bated, whether their doctrine was right or wrong ; 
but, whether they did not make it a secondary 
object of their exertions, an instrument towards 
attaining ends, which they valued above it. Now 
it will be found, that the party was prior to the 
creed. They grafted their heresy on the schism 
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of the Meletians, who continued to support them cuap. 11. 
after they had published it; and they readily sect 1. 
abandoned it, when their secular interests required” 
the sacrifice. At the Council of Nicea, they 
began by maintaining an erroneous doctrine ; they 
ended by concessions which implied the further 
heresy, that points of faith are of no importance ; 
and, if they were odious when they blasphemed 
the truth, they were still more odious when they 
confessed it. It was the very principle of Eclec- 
ticism to make light of differences in belief; while 
it was involved in the primary notion of a revela- 
tion that these differences were of importance, and 
it was taught with plainness in the Gospel, that to 
join with those who denied the right faith was 
a sin. 

This adoption, however, on the part of the Euse- the suppie- 


= - - ness of the 
bians, of the dreams of Pagan philosophy, served in Busebians 


some sort as a recommendation of them to a prince, inends them 
who, from education and knowledge of the world, res aa 
was especially tempted to consider all truth as a 
theory, which was not realized in a present tangible 
form. Accordingly, when once they had rid them- 
selves of the mortification caused by their forced 
subscription, they had the gratification of finding 
themselves the most powerful party in the Church, 
as being the representative and organ of the Em- 
peror’s sentiments. They then at once changed 
places with the Catholics; who sustained a double 
defeat, both in the continued power of those whom 
they had hoped to exclude from the Church, and 
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again, in the invidiousness of their own unrelenting 


srt. 1. suspicion and dislike of men, who had seemed by 


Their lead- 


ers. 


subscription to satisfy all reasonable doubt respect- 
ing their orthodoxy. 
The Arian party was fortunate, moreover, in its 


Eusebius of leaders ; one the most dexterous politician, the 


Nicomedia. 


other the most accomplished theologian of the age. 
Eusebius of Nicomedia was a Lucianist, the fellow- 
disciple of Arius. He was originally Bishop of 
Berytus, in Pheenicia; but, having gained the con- 
fidence of Constantia, sister to Constantine, and 
wife to Licinius, he was by her influence translated 
to Nicomedia, where the Eastern Court then re- 
sided. Here he secretly engaged in behalf of 
Licinius against his rival, and is even reported to 
have been indifferent to the security of the Christ- 
ians during the persecution which followed; a 
charge, which certainly derives some confirmation 
from Alexander’s circular epistle, in which the 
Arians are accused of directing the violence of the 
civil power against the orthodox of Alexandria. 
On the ruin of Licinius, he was skreened by Con- 
stantia from the resentment of the conqueror ; and, 
being recommended by his polished manners and 
shrewd and persuasive talent, he soon contrived to 
gain an influence over the mind of Constantine 
himself. From the time that Arius had recourse 
to him on his flight from Palestine, he is to be 
accounted the real head of the heretical party ; and 
his influence is quickly discernible in the change, 
which ensued, in its language and conduct. While 
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a courteous tone was assumed towards the defenders cmap. 11. 
of the orthodox doctrine, the subtleties of dialectics, ser. 1- 
in which the sect excelled, were used, not in attack- 
ing, but in deceiving its opponents, in embellishing 
unbelief, and obliterating the distinctive marks of 

the true creed. It must not be forgotten that it was 

from Nicomedia, the see of Eusebius, that Con- 
stantine wrote his epistle to Alexander and Arius. 

In supporting Arianism in its new direction, the Heeb ae 
other Eusebius, Bishop of Cesarea, was of singular 
service. This distinguished writer, to whom the 
Christian world has so great a debt at the present 
day, though not characterized by the unprincipled 
ambition of his namesake, is unhappily connected 
in history with the Arian party. He seems to have 
had the faults and the virtues of the mere man of 
letters : strongly excited neither to good nor to 
evil, and careless at once of the cause of truth and 
the prizes of secular greatness, in comparison of the 
comforts and decencies of literary ease. His first 
master was Dorotheus, of Antioch!; afterwards he 
became a pupil of the School of Cesarea, which 
seems to have been his birth-place, and where 
Origen had taught. Here he studied the works of 
that great master, and the other writers of the 
Alexandrian school. It does not appear, when he 
first began to arianize. At Cesarea he is cele- 
brated as the friend of the orthodox Pamphilus, af- 
terwards martyred, whom he assisted in his defence 
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of Origen, in answer to the charges of heterodoxy 
then in circulation against him. The first book of 
this work is still extant in the Latin translation of 
Ruffinus, and its statements of the Catholic doc- 
trines are altogether explicit and accurate. In his 
own writings, numerous as they are, there is very 
little which fixes on Eusebius any charge, beyond. 
that of an attachment to the Platonic phraseology. 
Had he not connected himself with the Arian party, 
it would have been unjust to have suspected him 
of heresy. But his acts are his confession. He 
openly sided with those, whose blasphemies a true 
Christian would have abhorred ; and he sanctioned 
and shared their deeds of violence and injustice 
perpetrated on the Catholics. 

But it is a different reason which has led to the 
mention of Eusebius in this connection. The 
grave accusation, under which he lies, is not that 
of arianizing, but of corrupting the simplicity of the 
Gospel with an Eclectic spirit. While he held out 
the ambiguous language of the schools as a refuge, 
and the Alexandrian imitation of it as an argument, 
against the pursuit of the orthodox, his conduct 
gave countenance to the secular maxim, that differ- 
ence in creeds is a matter of inferior moment, and 
that, provided we confess as far as the very terms 
of Scripture, we may speculate as philosophers, 
and live as the world. A more dangerous adviser 
Constantine could hardly have selected, than a man 
thus variously gifted, thus exalted in the Church, 
thus disposed towards the very errors against 
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which he required especially to be guarded. The cuap.m. 
remark has been made, that, throughout his Ee-  secr.n. 
clesiastical History, no instance occurs of his ex-" 
pressing abhorrence of the superstitions of pagan- 
ism, and that his custom is either to praise, or not 
to blame, such heretical writers as fall under his 
notice’. 

In this association of the Eusebian with the Conexion 


of Julian 
Eclectic doctrines, it must not be forgotten, that with the 


Julian the Apostate was the pupil of the Bishop of eel 
Nicomedia, his kinsman; that he took part with the 

Arians against the Catholics ; and that, in one of his 

extant epistles, he speaks in praise of the writings 

of a partizan of the former, George of Laodicea’. 

Nor must the influence of the Court pass unno- eee 
ticed, in recounting the means by which Arianism 
secured a hold over the mind of the Emperor. 
Constantia, his favourite sister, was the original 
patroness of Eusebius of Nicomedia; and thus 
a princess, whose name would otherwise be digni- 
fied by her misfortunes, is known to Christians of 
later times, only as a principal instrument of the 
success of heresy. Wrought upon by a creature 
of the Bishop’s, who was in her confidence, she 
summoned Constantine to her bed-side in her last 
illness, begged him as her parting request, to ex- 
tend his favour to the Arians, and especially com- 


* Kestner de Euseb. Auctor. prolegom. §17. Yet it must be 
confessed, he is strongly opposed to yo#jreca in all its forms; i. e. 
as being unworthy a philosopher. 

? Weisman, sec. iv. 35. § 12. 


284 CONSEQUENCES OF THE NICENE COUNCIL. 


cuap.1m. mended to his regard the presbyter himself, who 
secr. 1. had stimulated her to this experiment on the feel- 
‘ings of a brother. The defendants of the Imperial 

Court imitated her in her preference for the polite 

and smooth demeanour of the Eusebian prelates, 

which was advantageously contrasted to the stern 
simplicity of the Catholics. The eunuchs and 

slaves of the palace strangely embraced the tenets 

of Arianism ; and all the most light-minded and 
frivolous of mankind allowed themselves to abuse 

the solemn subject in controversy, into matter for 

fashionable conversation or literary amusement. 

gees The arts of flattery completed the triumph of the 
pens: heretical party. ‘So many are the temptations, to 
Emperor. Which monarchs are exposed, of forgetting that they 
are men, that it is obviously the duty of the Episco- 

pal Order to remind them, that there is a visible 

Power in the world, divinely founded and protected, 
superior to their own. But Eusebius places him- 

self at the feet of a heathen ; and forgetful of his 

own ordination-grace, allows the Emperor to style 
himself ‘‘ the Bishop of paganism,” and ‘‘ the pre- 
destined Apostle of virtue to all men'.” The 

shrine of the Church was thrown open to his inspec- 

tion ; and, contrary to the spirit of Christianity, its 
mysteries were officiously explained to one who 

was not yet even a candidate for baptism. The 
restoration and erection of Churches, which is the 
honorable distinction of his reign, assimilated him, 

in the minds of his courtiers, to the Divine Founder 


* Euseb. vit. Const. iii. 58. iv. 24. Vid. also i. 4. 24. 
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and Priest of the invisible temple; and the mag: 
nificence, which soothed the vanity of a monarch, 
seemed in its charitable uses almost a substitute for 
personal religion '. 

2. While events thus gradually worked for the 
secular advancement of the heretical party, the Ca- 
tholics were allotted gratifications and anxieties of 
a higher character. The proceedings of the Coun- 
cil had detected the paucity of the Arians among 
the Rulers of the Church; which had been the 
more clearly ascertained, inasmuch as no temporal 
interests had operated to gain for the orthodox 
cause that vast preponderance of advocates, which 
it had actually obtained. Moreover, it had con- 
firmed by the combined evidence of the universal 
Church, the argument from Scripture and local 
tradition, which each separate Christian com- 
munity already possessed. And there was a satis- 
faction in having found a formula, adequate to the 
preservation of the all-important article in contro- 
versy in all its purity. On the other hand, in spite 
of these immediate causes of congratulation, the 
fortunes of the Church were clouded in prospect, 
by the Emperor’s adoption of its Creed as a formula 
of peace, not of belief, and by the ready subscrip- 
tion of the unprincipled faction, which had previ- 
ously objected to it. This immediate failure, which 
not unfrequently attends beneficial measures in 
their commencement, issued, as has been said, in 


1 Tbid. iv. 22, and alibi. vid. Gibbon. ch. xx. 
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the temporary triumph of the Arians. The disease, 
which had called for the Council, instead of being 
expelled from the system, was thrown back upon 
the Church, and for a time afflicted it’; nor was 
it cast out, except by the persevering prayer and 
fasting of the oppressed believers. Meanwhile, 
the Catholic prelates could but retire from the 
Court party, and carefully watch its movements ; 
and in consequence, incurred-the reproach and the 
penalty of being ‘‘ troublers of Israel.” This may 
be illustrated from the subsequent history of Arius 
himself, with which this chapter shall close. 

It is doubtful, whether or not Arius was per- 
suaded to sign the symbol at the Nicene Council ; 
but at least he professed to receive it about five 
years afterwards. At this time Eusebius had been 
restored to the favour of Constantine ; who, on the 
other hand, influenced by his sister, had become 
less zealous in his adherence to the orthodox side 
of the controversy. An attempt was made by the 
friends of Arius, to effect his restoration to Alexan- 
dria. The great Athanasius was at this time Pri- 
mate of Egypt; and in his instance the question 
was tried, whether or not the Church would adopt 
the secular principles, to which the Arians were 
willing to subject it, and abandon its faith, as the 
condition of gaining present peace and prosperity. 
He was already known as the counsellor of Alexander 
in the previous controversy ; yet, Eusebius did not 
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at once give up the hope of gaining him by per- cuap. 1. 
suasion, which was enforced by his recent triumph *=¢"- = 
over the orthodox prelates of Antioch, Gaza, and cae 
Hadrianople, whom he had found means to deprive 
of their sees to make way for Arians. Failing in his 
attempt at conciliation, he pursued the policy which 
might have been anticipated, and accused the Bi- 
shop of Alexandria of a youthful rashness, and an 
obstinate contentious spirit, incompatible with the 
good understanding which ought to subsist among 
Christians. Arius was summoned to court, pre- 
sented an ambiguous confession, and was favour- 
ably received by Constantine. Thence he was 
dispatched to Alexandria, and was quickly followed 
by an imperial injunction addressed to Athanasius, 
in order to secure the reception of the former in the 
Church to which he belonged. ‘‘ On being in- 
formed of my pleasure,” says Constantine, in the 
fragment of the epistle preserved by Athanasius, 
‘* vive free admission to all, who are desirous of en- 
tering into communion with the Church. For if I 
learn of your standing in the way of any who were 
seeking it, or interdicting them, ... I will send at 
once those who shall depose you in stead, by my 
authority, and banish you from your see’.” It was 
not to be supposed, that Athanasius would yield to 
an order, though from his sovereign, which was con- 
ceived in such ignorance of the principles of Church 
communion, and the powers of its Rulers ; and, on 


* Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 59. 
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his explanation, the Emperor professed himself well 
satisfied, that he should use his own discretion in 
the matter. The intrigues of the Eusebians, which 
followed, shall elsewhere be related; they ended 
in effecting the banishment of Athanasius into 
Gaul, the restoration of Arius at a Council held at 
Jerusalem, his return to Alexandria, and, when the 
anger of the intractable populace against him broke 
out into a tumult, his recal to Constantinople to 
give further explanations respecting his real opi- 
nions. 

There the last and memorable scene of his history 
took place, and furnishes a fresh illustration of the 
clearness and integrity, with which the Catholics 
maintained the true principles of Church union, 
against those who would have sacrificed truth to 
peace. The aged Alexander, bishop of the see, 
underwent a persecution of entreaties and threats, 
such as had already been employed against Atha- 
nasius. The Eusebians urged upon him, by way 
of warning, their fresh successes over the Bishops 
of Ancyra and Alexandria; and appointed a day, 
by which he was to admit Arius to the holy com- 
munion, or to be ejected from his see. Constantine 
confirmed this alternative. At first, indeed, he 
had been struck with doubts respecting the since- 
rity of Arius ; but, on the latter professing with an 
oath that his tenets were orthodox, and presenting 
a confession, in which the terms of Scripture were 
made the vehicle of his own impieties, he dismissed 
his scruples, observing with an anxiety and serious- 
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ness which rise above his ordinary character, that cmap. 111. 
«¢ Arius had well sworn, if his words had no double sc? ™- 


meaning ; 
miserable man did not hesitate to swear, that he 
professed the creed of the Catholic Church without 


reservation, and that he had never said nor thought 


otherwise, Gop WouULD AvENGE.” The 


otherwise, than according to the statements which 
he now made. 

For seven days previous to that appointed for his Meee 
re-admission, the Church of Constantinople, Bishop 
and people, were given up to fasting and prayer. 
Alexander, after a vain endeavour to move the 
Emperor, had recourse to the most solemn and 
extraordinary form of anathema allowed in the 
Church’; and with tears besought its Divine 
Guardian, either to take himself out of the world, 
or to remove thence the instrument of the extended 
and increasing spiritual evils, with which Christen- 
dom was darkening. On the evening before the 
day of his proposed triumph, Arius passed through 
the streets of the city with his party, in an ostenta- 
tious manner; when the stroke of death suddenly 
seized him, and he expired before his danger was 
discovered. 

Under the circumstances, a thoughtful mind Reftexions 
cannot but account this as one of those remarkable si 
interpositions of power, by which Divine Providence 
urges on the consciences of men in the natural 
course of things, what their reason from the first 


’ Bingham, Antiq. xvi. 2. §. 17. 
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cuar. 1. acknowledges, that He is not indifferent to human 


SECT. II. 


conduct. To say that these do not fall within the 
ordinary course of His governance, is merely to say 
that they are judgments ; which, in the common 
meaning of the word, stand for events extraordinary 
and unexpected. That such do take place under 
the Christian dispensation, is sufficiently proved 
by the history of Ananias and Sapphira. It is 
remarkable too, that the similar occurrences, which 
happen at the present day, are generally connected 
with some unusual perjury or extreme blasphemy ; 
and, though we may not infer the sin from the cir- 
cumstance of the temporal affliction, yet, the com- 
mission of the sin being ascertained, we may well 
account, that its guilt is divinely impressed on the 
minds, and enlarged in the estimation of the mul- 
titude, by the visible suffering by which it is fol- 
lowed. Nor do we in such cases necessarily pass 
any general sentence upon the individual, who ap- 
pears to be the object of Divine Visitation; but 
merely upon the particular act which provoked it, 
and which has its fearful character of evil stamped 
upon it, independent of the punishment which 
draws our attention to it. The man of God, who 
prophesied against the altar in Bethel, is not to be 
regarded by the light of his last act, though a 
judgment followed it, but according to the general 
tenor of his life. Arius also must thus be viewed ; 
though, unhappily, his closing deed is but the seal 
of a prevaricating and presumptuous career. 
Athanasius, who is one of the authorities from 
7 
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whom the foregoing account is taken, received it cap. 111. 
from Macarius, a presbyter of the Church of Con- sect. 1. 
stantinople, who was there at the time. He adds, 


‘** while the Church was rejoicing at the deliver- 
ance, Alexander administered the communion in 
pious and orthodox form, praying with all the bre- 
thren, and glorifying God greatly ; not as if rejoic- 
ing over his death, (God forbid! for to all men it 
is appointed once to die,) but because in this event 
there was displayed somewhat more than a human 
judgment. For the Lord Himself, judging between 
the threats of the Eusebians, and the prayer of 
Alexander, has in this given sentence against the 
heresy of the Arians ; showing it to be unworthy 
of ecclesiastical fellowship, and manifesting to all, 
that though it have the patronage of emperor and 
people, yet that by the Church itself it is con- 
demned '.”’ 


* Epist. ad Serap. 4. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


COUNCILS IN THE REIGN OF CONSTANTIUS. 


SECTION I. 
THE EUSEBIANS. 


Tue death of Arius was productive of no important 
consequences in the history of his party. They 
had never deferred to him as their leader, and 
since the Nicene Council had even abandoned his 
creed. The theology of the Eclectics had opened 
to Eusebius of Caesarea a language less obnoxious 
to the Catholics and Constantine, than that into 
which he had been betrayed in Palestine; while 
his namesake, possessing the confidence of the Em- 
peror, was enabled to wield weapons more decisive 
in the controversy than those which Arius had 
used. From that time Semi-arianism was their 
professed doctrine, and slanderous accusations the 
means adopted by them for the overthrow and de- 
position of the Catholic prelates. This is the cha- 
racter of their proceedings from a.p. 328 to a.p. 350; 
when circumstances led them to adopt a third creed, 
and enabled them to support it by open force. 
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It may at first sight excite our surprise, that men cnap. tv. 
who were so little careful to be consistent in their sect. 
professions of faith, should be at the pains to find Thee 
evasions for a test, which they might have sub- ped 
scribed as a matter of course, and then dismissed terythrough 
from their thoughts. But, not to mention the na- oe 
tural desire of maintaining an opposition, when 
men have once committed themselves to it, and 
especially after a defeat, there is that in religious 
mysteries, which is ever distasteful to secular minds. 

The marvellous, which is sure to excite the impa- 
tience and resentment of the baflled reason, be- 
comes insupportable when found in those solemn 
topics, which it would fain look upon, as necessary 
indeed for the uneducated, but irrelevant when 
addressed to those, who are already skilled in the 
knowledge and the superficial decencies of virtue. 
The difficulties of science may be dismissed from 
the mind, and virtually forgotten; the precepts of 
morality, imperative as they are, may be received 
with the condescension, and applied with the mo- 
difications, of a self-applauding refinement. But 
what at once commands attention, yet refuses to 
satisfy the curiosity, places itself above the human 
mind, imprints on it the thought of Him who is 
eternal, and enforces the necessity of obedience for 
its own sake. And thus it becomes to the proud 
and irreverent, what the consciousness of guilt is 
to the sinner; a spectre haunting the scenes, and 
disturbing the complacency of their intellectual 
contemplations.—In this at least, throughout their 
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cap, tv.changes, the Eusebians are consistent; in their 
sect.. hatred of the sacred mystery. 


It has sometimes been scornfully said, on the 
other hand, that the zeal of Christians, in the dis- 
cussion of theological subjects, has increased with the 
mysteriousness of the doctrine in dispute. There 
is no reason why we should shrink from the avowal. 
Doubtless, a subject that is dear to us, does become 
more deeply fixed in our affections by its very pe- 
culiarities and incidental obscurities. We desire 
to revere what we already love; and we seek for 
the materials of reverence in such parts of it, as 
exceed our intelligence or imagination. It should 
therefore excite our devout gratitude, to reflect 
how the truth has been revealed to us in Scripture 
in the most practical manner; so as both to humble 
and to win over, while it consoles, those who really 
love it. It must be recollected too, in reference to 
the particular mystery under consideration, that, 
a belief in our Lord’s Divinity being closely con- 
nected, (how, it matters not,) with right moral feel- 
ing generally,—involving a due sense both of our 
need and of the value of the blessings which He 
has procured for us, and an emancipation from the 
tyranny of the visible world,—it is no wonder, that 
those, who look for the image of God in things seen, 
should dislike to hear of His true and only Repre- 
sentative. If the unbeliever has attempted to ac- 
count for the rise of the doctrine, by the alleged 
natural growth of a veneration for the Person and 
acts of the Redeemer, let it at least be allowed to 
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Christians to reverse the process of argument, and cap. Iv. 
to maintain rather, that a low estimation of the ssct1 


evangelical blessings leads to unworthy conceptions 
of the Author of them. In the case of laymen it 
will show itself in a neglect of the subject of reli- 
gion altogether; while churchmen, on whose 
minds religion is forced, are tempted either to an 
undue exaltation of their order, or to a creed dis- 
honourable to their Lord. The Eusebians adopted 
the latter alternative, and so merged the supremacy 
of Divine truth amid the multifarious religions and 
philosophies of the world. 

Their skilfulness in reasoning and love of dis- cee 
putation afford us an additional explanation of putation. 
their pertinacious opposition to the Nicene Creed. 
Though, in possessing the favour of the Imperial 
Court, they had already the substantial advantages 
of victory, they disdained success without a battle. 
They loved the excitement of suspense, and the 
triumph of conquest. And this sophistical turn of 
mind accounts, not only for-their incessant wrang- 
lings, but for their frequent changes of view, as 
regards the doctrine in dispute. It may be doubted, 
whether men, so practised in the gymnastics of 
the Aristotelic school, could carefully develop and 
consistently maintain a definite view of doctrine ; 
especially in a case, where the difficulties of an 
unsound cause combined with their own habitual 
restlessness and levity to defeat the attempt. Ac- 
cordingly, in the conduct of the argument, they 
seem to aim at nothing beyond “living from hand 
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to mouth,” as the saying is; availing themselves 
of some or other expedient, which would suffice to 
carry them through existing difficulties ; admis- 
sions, e. g. to satisfy the timid conscience of Con- 
stantius, or to deceive the Western Church; or 
statements so faintly precise and so decently am- 
biguous, as to embrace the greatest number of 
opinions, and deprive religion, as far as pacnietsy of 
its austere and commanding aspect. 

That I may not seem to be indulging in vague 
accusation, I here present the reader with a sketch 
of the lives of the chief of them; from which he 
will be able to decide, whether the above explana- 
tion of their conduct is unnecessary or gratuitous. 

The most distinguished of the party, after Euse- 
bius himself, for ability, learning, and unscrupu- 
lousness, was Acacius, the successor of the other 
Eusebius in the see of Cesarea. He had been his 
pupil, and on his death inherited his library. 
Jerome ranks him among the most learned com- 
mentators on Scripture. The Arian historian, 
Philostorgius, celebrates his boldness, penetration, 
and perspicuity in unfolding his views; and 
Sozomen speaks of his talents and influence as 
equal to the execution of the most difficult designs '. 
He began at first with professing himself a Semi- 
arian after the example of Eusebius, his master ; 
next, he became the founder of the party, which will 
presently be described as the Homean; thirdly, 
he joined himself to the Anomceans or pure Arians, 


' Tillemont, Mem. vol. vi. des Ariens, §. 28. 
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so as even to be the intimate associate of the cuap. rv. 
wretched Aetius; fourthly, at the command of s#c™1 
Constantius, he deserted and excommunicated him; 
fifthly, in the reign of the Catholic Jovian, he 

signed the Homoousion or symbol of Nicea. 

George, of Laodicea, another of the leading fess of 
members of the Eusebian party, was originally a 
presbyter of the Alexandrian Church, and deposed 
by Alexander for the assistance afforded by him to 
Arius at Nicomedia. At the end of the reign of 
Constantius, he professed for a while the sentiments 
of the Semi-arians; whether seriously or not, we 
have not the means of deciding, although the 
character given of him by Athanasius, who is 
generally candid in his judgments, is unfavourable 
to his sincerity. Certainly he deserted the Semi- 
arians in no long time, and died an Anomcean. 

He is accused of open and habitual irregularities in 
his mode of life. 

Leontius, the most crafty of his party, was pro- rae 
moted by the Arians to the see of Antioch’; and 
though a pupil of the school of Lucian, and consist- 
ently attached to the opinions of Arius to the end of 
his life, he conducted himself in it with great moder- 
ation and good temper. The Catholic party was at 
that time still strong in the city, particularly among 
the laity ; the crimes of Stephen and Placillus, his 
immediate Arian predecessors, had brought dis- 


* A strange and scandalous transaction in early life, gave him 
the appellation of 6 dadxcoroc. Athan. ad Monach, 4. 
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credit on the heretical cause ; and the theological 
opinions of Constantius, who was attached to the 
Semi-arian doctrine, rendered it dangerous to avow 
the plain blasphemies of the first founder of their 
creed. Accordingly, with a view of seducing the 
Catholics to his own communion, he was anxious 
to profess an agreement with the Church, even 
where he held an opposite opinion; and in the 
public doxology, which was practically the test of 
faith, not even the nearest to him in the congre- 
gation could hear from him more than the words 
‘for ever and ever,” with which it concludes. It 
was apparently with the same design, that he con- 
verted the almshouses of the city, destined for the 
reception of strangers, into seminaries for propagat- 
ing the Christian faith; and published a pane- 
gyrical account of St. Babylas, when his body was 
to be removed to Daphne, by way of consecrating 
a place which had been before devoted to sensual 
excesses. Inthe meanwhile, he gradually weakened 
the Church, by a systematic promotion of heretical, 
and a discountenance of the orthodox Clergy; one 
of his most abominable acts being his ordination of 
Aetius, the founder of the Anomceans, who was 
afterwards promoted to the episcopacy in the reign 
of Julian. 

Eudoxius, the successor of Leontius, in the see 
of Antioch, was his fellow-pupil in the school of 
Lucian. He is said to have been converted to 
Semi-arianism by the writings of the Sophist 
Asterius ; but he afterwards joined the Anomeeans, 
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and got possession of the patriarchate of Constan- cuap. tv. 


SECT, I. 


tinople. It was there at the dedication of the 
cathedral of St. Sophia, that he uttered the wanton 
impiety, which has characterized him with a dis- 
tinctness, which supersedes all historical notice of 
his conduct, or discussion of his religious opinions. 
‘‘When Eudoxius,” says Socrates, ‘had taken 
his seat on the episcopal throne, his first words were 
those celebrated ones, ‘the Father is asic, irre- 
ligious ; the Son svo<Bic, religious.’ When a noise 
and confusion ensued, he added, ‘ Be not distressed 
at what I say; for the Father is irreligious, as wor- 
shipping none ; but the Son is religious towards the 
Father.’ On this the tumult ceased, and in its 
place an intemperate laughter seized the congrega- 
tion; and it remains as a good saying even to this 
time '.” There can be no indiscretion in translat- 
ing a blasphemy, which can excite no other feelings 
but those of horror and indignation. 


Valens, Bishop of Mursa, in Pannonia, shall Valens of 


close this list of Eusebian prelates. He was one of 
the immediate disciples of Arius; and, from an early 
age, the champion of his heresy in the Latin Church. 
In the conduct of the controversy, he inherited more 
of the plain dealing as well of the principles of his 
master, than his associates ; was an open advocate 
of the Anomcean doctrine, and by his personal in- 
fluence with Constantius balanced the power of 
the Semi-arian party, derived from the Emperor's 
private attachment to their doctrine. The favour of 
' Socr. Hist. ii. 43. 


Mursa. 
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cap. rv. Constantius was gained by a fortunate artifice, at the 
sect. 1. time the latter was directing his arms against the 


tyrant Magnentius. ‘‘ While the two armies were 
engaged in the plains of Mursa,” says Gibbon, ‘‘and 
the fate of the two rivals depended on the chance 
of war, the son of Constantine passed the anxious 
moments in a church of the martyrs, under the 
walls of the city. His spiritual comforter, Valens, 
the Arian Bishop of the diocese, employed the most 
artful precautions to obtain such early intelligence, 
as might secure either his favour or his escape. A 
secret chain of swift and trusty messengers informed 
him of the vicissitudes of the battle ; and while the 
courtiers stood trembling around their affrighted 
master, Valens assured him that the Gallic legions 
gave way; and insinuated, with some presence of 
mind, that the glorious event had been revealed to 
him by an angel. The grateful Emperor ascribed 
his success to the merits and intercession of the 
Bishop of Mursa, whose faith had deserved the 
public and miraculous approbation of Heaven '.” 

lage Such were the leaders of the Eusebian faction ; 
to Paulus. and on the review of them, do we not seem to see 
in each a fresh exhibition of their great type and 
forerunner, Paulus, on one side or other of his 
character ; though surpassing him in extravagance 
of conduct, as possessing a wider field, and more 
powerful incentives for ambitious and energetic 
exertion? We see the same accommodation of 
their creed to the humour of an earthly Sovereign, 


? Gibbon Hist. ch. xxi. 
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the same fertility of disputation in support of it, cuap. rv. 


the same reckless profanation of things sacred, the 
same patient dissemination of error for the services 
of the age after them; and, if they are free from 
the personal immoralities of their master, they 
balance this favourable trait of character by the 
cruel and hard-hearted temper, which discovers 
itself in their persecution of the Catholics. 


SECT. I. 


This persecution was conducted during the reign Beginnings 


of the Arian 


of Constantine according to the outward forms of persecution. 


ecclesiastical law. Charges of various kinds were 
preferred in Council against the orthodox prelates 
of the principal sees, with a profession at least of 
regularity, whatever unfairness there might be in 
the details of the proceedings. By this means all 
the most powerful Churches of Eastern Christendom 
were brought under the influence of the Arians ; 
who, in the beginning of the reign of Constantius, 
were in possession of those of Constantinople, Hera- 
clea, Hadrianople, Ephesus, Ancyra, both Cesareas, 


Antioch, Laodicea, and Alexandria.—Eustathius of tustathius. 


Antioch had incurred their hatred, by his strenu- 
ous resistance to the heresy in the very place of 
its birth. Following the example of his immediate 
predecessor Philogonius, he refused communion to 
Stephen, Leontius, Eudoxius, George, and others ; 
and accused Eusebius of Ceesarea openly of having 
violated the faith of Nicwea. The heads of the 
party assembled in Council at Antioch; and, on 
charges of heresy and immorality, which they pro- 
fessed to be satisfactorily maintained, pronounced 
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cuap. Iv.a sentence of deposition against him. Constantine 


SECT. I, 


Marcellus. 


Athanasius. 


Eusebians 
gain the 


banished him to Philippi, together with a consider- 
able number of priests and deacons of his Church. 
Marcellus of Ancyra, another of their inveterate 
opponents, was deposed, anathematized, and ba- 
nished by them, with greater appearance of justice, 
on the ground of his leaning to the errors of Sabel- 
lius. But their most rancorous enmity and most 
persevering efforts were directed against the high- 
minded Patriarch of Alexandria; and, in illustra- 
tion of the principles which governed them, the 
history of his first persecution shall here be related 
somewhat at length. 

When Eusebius of Nicomedia failed to effect the 


Meletiansof restoration of Arius into the Alexandrian Church 


Egypt 


by persuasion, he had threatened to gain his end 
by harsher means. Calumnies were easily in- 
vented against the prelate who had withstood his 
purpose ; and it so happened, that willing tools 
were found on the spot for conducting the attack. 
The Meletian sectaries have already been noticed, ~ 
as being the original associates of Arius; who had 
troubled the Church by taking part in the schism, 
before he promulgated his peculiar heresy. They 
were called after Meletius, Bishop of Lycopolis in 
the Thebaid ; who, being deposed for lapsing in 
the Dioclesian persecution, separated from the 
Catholics ; and, propagating a spurious succession 
of clergy by his episcopal prerogative, formed a 
powerful body in the heart of the Egyptian Church. 
The Council of Nicea, desirous of terminating the 
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disorder in the most temperate manner, instead of cnap. rv. 
deposing the Meletian bishops, had arranged, that sect. 
they should retain a titular rank in the sees, in 
which they had respectively placed themselves ; 
while, by forbidding them to exercise their epis- 
copal functions, it provided for the termination of 
the schism at their death. But, with the bad for- 
tune which commonly attends conciliatory mea- 
sures, unless accompanied by such a display of 
vigour as shows that concession is but condescen- 
sion, the clemency was forgotten in the restriction, 
which irritated, without repressing them; and, 
being bent on the overthrow of the dominant 
Church, they made a sacrifice of their principles, 
which had hitherto been orthodox, and joined the 
Eusebians. By this intrigue, the latter gained an 
entrance into the Egyptian Church, such as had 
already been opened to them, by means of their 
heresy itself, in the Syrian and Asian provinces’. 

Charges against Athanasius were produced Prior 


charges 


and examined in Councils successively held at against _ 
Ceesarea and Tyre (a. p. 333—3835) ; the Mele- ao) es 
tians being the accusers, and the Eusebians the 
judges in the trial. At an earlier date, it had 
been attempted to convict him of political offences ; 
but, on examination, Constantine became satisfied 

1 The Meletians, on the other hand, were not in the event 
equally advantaged by the coalition ; for, after the success of their 
attack upon Athanasius, Constantine, true to his object of restor- 
ing tranquillity to the Church, while he banished Athanasius to 
Treves, banished also John, the leader of the Meletians, who had 


been forward in procuring his condemnation, 
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cuap. 1v. of his innocence. It had been represented, that, of 

sset.. his own authority, he had imposed and rigorously 

~ exacted a duty upon the Egyptian linen cloth ; the 

pretended tribute being in fact nothing beyond the 

offerings, which pious persons had made to the 

Church, in the shape of vestments for the service 

of the sanctuary. It had moreover been alleged, 

that he had sent pecuniary aid to one Philumenus, 

who was in rebellion against. the Emperor. Ata 

later period they accused him of a design of dis- 

tressing Constantinople, by stopping the corn ves- 

sels of Alexandria, destined for the supply of the 
metropolis. 

Chargesat The charges brought against him before the 

Ca. Council were of a civil or ecclesiastical character ; 

and Tyre’ frst, that he, or Macarius, one of his deacons, had 

broken a consecrated chalice, and the holy table 

itself, and had thrown the sacred books into the 

fire ; and secondly, that he had killed Arsenius, a 

Meletian bishop, whose hand, amputated and pre- 

served for magical purposes, had been found in 

the Primate’s house. The latter of these strange 

accusations was refuted at the Council of Caesarea 

by Arsenius himself, whom Athanasius had gained, 

and who, on the production of a human hand at 

the trial, presented himself before the judges, and 

thus destroyed the circumstantial evidence by 

which it was to be identified as his. The former 

charge was exposed at Tyre by the testimony of 

the Egyptian bishops ; who, not only alleged the 

equivocating evidence of the accuser, but proved 
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that at the place where their Metropolitan was said cuap. tv. 
to have broken the chalice, there was neither sect. 


Church, nor altar, nor chalice, existing. These — 
were the principal allegations brought against him ; 
and their extraordinary absurdity, certain as the 
charges are as matters of history, from evidence of 
various kinds, can only be accounted for by sup- 
posing, that the Eusebians were even then too 
powerful and too bold, to care for much more than 
the bare forms of law, or to scruple at any evidence, 
which the unskilfulness of their Egyptian coadju- 
tors might set before them. A charge of violent 
conduct against certain Meletians was added to 
the above; and, as some say, a still more frivolous 
accusation of incontinence, but whether this was 
ever brought, is more than doubtful. 

iain and Tyre were places too public even Commis- 
for the audacity of the Eusebians, when the facts the Mareo- 
of the case were so plainly in favour of the accused. 
It was now proposed, that a commission of inquiry 
should be sent to the Mareotis ; which was in the 
neighbourhood, and formed part of the diocese, of 
Alexandria, and was the scene of the pretended pro- 
fanation of the sacred chalice. The leading mem- 
bers of this commission were Valens, and Ursacius, 
Theognis, Maris, and two others, all Eusebians ; 
they took with them the chief accuser of Athana- 
sius as their guide and host, leaving Athanasius 
and Macarius at Tyre, and refusing admittance to 
the court to such of the clergy of the Mareotis, as 
were desirous of defending their Bishop’s interests 
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in his absence. The issue of such proceedings 
may be anticipated. On the return of the commis- 
sion to Tyre, Athanasius was formally condemned 
of rebellion, sedition, and a tyrannical use of his 
episcopal power ; of murder, sacrilege, and magic ; 
deposed from the see of Alexandria, and prohibited 
from ever returning to that city. Constantine 
confirmed the sentence of the Council, and Atha- 
nasius was banished to Gaul. 

It has often been remarked, that persecutions of 
Christians, as in St. Paul’s case, ‘‘ fall out rather 
unto the furtherance of the Gospel’.” The dis- 
persion of the disciples, after the martyrdom of St. 
Stephen, scattered the word of truth with them 
amony the Samaritans ; and in the case before us, 
the exile of Athanasius led to his introduction to 
the younger Constantine, who warmly embraced 
his cause, and gave him the opportunity of rousing 
the zeal, and gaining the friendship of the Catho- 
lics of the West. Constans also, another son of 
Constantine, declared in his favour; and thus, on 
the death of their father, which took place two 
years after the Council of Tyre, one third alone of 
his power, in the person of the Semi-arian Con- 
stantius, remained with that party, which hitherto 
had prosecuted their.designs against the universal 
Church without the prospect of opposition. The 
support of the Roman See, was a still more impor- 
tant advantage gained by Athanasius. Rome was 


» Phil. i, 12. 
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the natural mediator between Alexandria and An- 
tioch, and at that time possessed extensive influ- 
ence among the Churches of the West. Accord- 
ingly, when Constantius re-commenced the per- 
secution, to which his father had been persuaded, 
the exiles betook themselves thither; and about 
the year 340 or 341 we read of prelates from 
Thrace, Syria, Pheenicia, and Palestine, collected 
there, besides a multitude of presbyters; and 
among the former Athanasius himself, Marcellus, 
Asclepas of Gaza, and Luke of Hadrianople. The 
first act of the Roman See in their favour was the 
holding a provincial Council ; in which the charges 
against Athanasius and Marcellus were examined, 
and pronounced to be untenable. And the next 
was to advocate the summoning of a Council of the 
whole Church with the same purpose ; referring it 
to Athanasius to select a place of meeting, where 
his cause might be secure of a more impartial hear- 
ing, than it had met with at Caesarea and Tyre. 
The Eusebians, on the other hand, perceived the 
danger which their interests would sustain, should 
a Council be held at any distance from their own 
peculiar territory ; and determined to anticipate it 
by one of their own, where they might both con- 
firm the sentence of deposition against Athanasius, 
and, if possible, contrive a confession of faith, to 
allay the suspicions, which the Occidentals en- 
tertained of their orthodoxy. This was the occa- 
sion of the Council of the Dedication, as it is called, 
held by them at Antioch, a.p. 341, and which is 
Xie 
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cuap. tv. one of the most celebrated Councils of the century. 


SECT. I. 


Its various 
Creeds. 


It was usual to solemnize the consecration of 
places of worship, by an attendance of the principal 
ecclesiastics of the neighbouring districts; and the 
great Church of the Metropolis of Syria, called the 
Dominicum Aureum, which had just been built, 
afforded both the pretext and the name to their 
meeting. Between ninety and a hundred bishops 
assembied on this occasion, all Arians or Arianizers ; 
and agreed without difficulty upon the immediate 
object of the Council, the ratification of the Synods 
of Cesarea and Tyre in condemnation of Athana- 
sius. 

But a less easy task remained behind; viz. the 
conciliation of the Western Church, by an exposi- 
tion of the articles of their faith. Four, or even five 
creeds, more or less resembling the orthodox in 
language, were successively adopted, with a view of 
convincing the Latins of their freedom from doc- 
trinal error. The first was that ascribed to the 
martyr Lucian, though doubts are entertained con- 
cerning its genuineness. It is in itself almost un- 
exceptionable ; and, had there been no controver- 
sies on the subjects contained in it, would have been 
a satisfactory evidence of the orthodoxy of its pro- 
mulgators. The Son is therein styled the exact 
image, (arapaAXakroe EiKwy, ) of the substance (ovcia), 
will, power, and glory of the Father; and the 
Three Persons of the Holy Trinity are said to be 
three in substance (vrocrase), one in will. An 
evasive condemnation was added of the Arian 
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tenets ; sufficient, as it might seem, to delude the 
Latins, who were unskilled in the subtleties of the 


question. E. g. it was denied that our Lord was — 


born ‘‘in time ;” but in the heretical school, time 
was supposed to commence with the creation of the 
world; and that He was ‘“‘in the number of the 
creatures,” it being their doctrine, that He was the 
sole immediate work of God, and, as such, altogether 
distinct from what is commonly called the creation, 
of which indeed He was, even according to them, the 
author. Next, for some or other reason, two new 
ereeds were proposed, and partially adopted by the 
Council; the same in character of doctrine, but 
shorter. These three were all circulated, and more 
or less received in the neighbouring Churches ; 
but, on consideration, none of them seemed ade- 
quate to the object in view, that of recommending 
their authors to the distant Churches of the West. 
Accordingly, a fourth formulary was drawn up after 
a few months’ delay by Mark, Bishop of Arethusa, 
and others, who were deputed to present it to Con- 
stans ; and this proving unsatisfactory, a fifth con- 
fession was composed with considerable care and 
ability ; but it too failed to quiet the suspicions of 
the Latins. This last is called the paxpdarryoc from 
its length, and did not make its appearance till 
three years after the former. 

In truth, no such exposition of the Catholic faith 
could satisfy the Western Christians, while they were 
witnesses to the exile of its great champion for his 
fidelity to it. Here the Eusebians were wanting in 


309 


CHAP. IV. 
SECT. I. 


The West- 
ern Church 
suspicious 
of the Euse- 
bians. 


310 


CHAP. IV. 


SECT. I. 


THE EUSEBIANS. 


their usual practical shrewdness. Words, however 
orthodox, could not weigh against so plain a fact. 
The Occidentals, however unskilled in the niceties 
of the Greek language, were able to ascertain the 
heresy of the Eusebians in their malevolence to- 
wards Athanasius. Nay, the anxious attempts of 
his enemies, to please them in a confession of faith, 
were a refutation of their pretences. For, inas- 
much as the sense of the Catholic world, had 
already been recorded in the Homoousion, why 
should they devise a new formulary, if they agreed 
with the Church? or, why should they be so fertile 
in confessions, if they had but one faith? It is 
brought against them by Athanasius, that they 
speak in their creeds of the promulgation of the Ca- 
tholic doctrine, as if it were something new, instead 
simply of its being declared, which was the sole 
design of the orthodox creeds; while at other 
times, they affected to acknowledge the authority of 
former Councils, which nevertheless they were indi- 
rectly opposing’. Under these circumstances the Ro- 
man Church, as the representative of the Latins, only 
became more bent upon the convocation of a Gene- 
ral Council in which the Nicene Creed might be 
ratified, not changed ; and the innocence of Atha- 
nasius, which it had already ascertained in a pro- 
vincial Synod, might be formally proved, and pro- 
claimed to the whole of Christendom. This object 
was at length accomplished. Constans, whom 
Athanasius had visited and gained, successfully 


* Athan, de Syn. 3. 37. 
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exerted his influence with his brother, the Emperor cuap. rv. 
of the East; and a Council of the whole Christian  s2¢7- + 
world, was summoned at Sardica for the above — 
purposes, the exculpation of Marcellus and others 

being included with that of Athanasius. 

Sardica, was chosen as the place of meeting, as oe 
lying on the confines of the two divisions of the dica. 
empire. It ison the borders of Meesia, Thrace, and 
Illyricum, and at the foot of Mount Hemus, which 
separates it from Philippopolis. There the heads 
of the Christian world assembled in the year 347, 
twenty-two years after the Nicene Council, in 
number above 380 bishops, of whom seventy-six 
were Arian. The president of the Council was 
the venerable Hosius ; whose name was in itself a 
pledge, that the decision of Nicea was but to be 
preserved, and no fresh question raised on a 
subject already exhausted by controversy. But, 
almost before the opening of the Council, matters 
were brought to a crisis; a schism took place in 
its members; the Arians retreated to Philippopolis, 
and there excommunicated the leaders of the ortho- 
dox, Julius of Rome, Hosius, and Protogenes of 
Sardica, issued a sixth confession of faith, and 
confirmed the proceedings of the Antiochene 
Council against Athanasius and the other exiles. 

This secession of the Arians arose in consequence Schism in 
of their finding, that Athanasius was allowed a seat eae 
in the Council; the discussions of which they re- 
fused to attend, while a prelate was admitted to 
them, who had already been deposed by Synods of 
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the East. The orthodox replied, that a later Coun- 
cil, held at Rome, had fully acquitted and restored 
him; moreover, that to maintain his guilt was but 
to assume the principal point, which they were then 
assembled to debate; and, though very consistent 
with their absenting themselves from the Council 
altogether, could not be permitted to those, who had 
by their coming recognised the object, for which 
it was called. Accordingly, without being moved 
by their retreat, the Council proceeded to the con- 
demnation of some of the more notorious heretics 
among them, examined the charges against Atha- 
nasius and the rest, reviewed the acts of the inves- 
tigations at Tyre and the Mareotis, which the 
Eusebians had sent to Rome in their defence, and 
confirmed the decree of the Council of Rome, in 
favour of the accused. Constans enforced this de- 
cision on his brother by the arguments peculiar to 
a monarch ; and the timid Constantius, yielding 
to fear what he denied to justice, consented to 
restore a prelate, who had been condemned on the 
wildest of charges, by the most hostile and unprin- 
cipled of judges. 

The journey of Athanasius to Alexandria eli- 
cited the fullest and most satisfactory testimonies 
of the real orthodoxy of the Eastern Churches ; in 
spite of the existing cowardice or misapprehensions, 
which surrendered them to the tyrannical rule of 
a few determined and energetic heretics. The 
Bishops of Palestine, one of the chief holds of the 
Arian spirit, welcomed, with the solemnity of a 


THE EUSEBIANS. ie 


Council, a restoration, which, under the circum- Cap. Iv. 
stances of the case, was almost a triumph over ‘*™" 
their own sovereign; and so excited was the — 
Catholic feeling at Antioch, that Constantius 


feared to grant to the Athanasians a single church 


in that city, lest it should have been the ruin of 
the Arian cause. 

One of the more important consequences of the Fecan 
Council of Sardica, was the recantation of Valens, (int 
and his accomplice Ursacius, Bishop of Singidon, 
in Pannonia, two of the most inveterate enemies 
and calumniators of Athanasius. It was addressed 
to the Bishop of Rome, and was conceived in the 
following terms: ‘‘ Whereas we are known here- 
tofore to have preferred many serious charges 
against Athanasius the Bishop, and in our corre- 
spondence with your Holiness have failed to make 
good our charges, we declare to your Holiness, in 
the presence of all the presbyters, our brethren, 
that all which we have heretofore heard against 
the aforesaid, is false, and altogether foreign to his 
character ; and therefore, that we heartily accept 
the fellowship of the aforesaid Athanasius, espe- 
cially considering your Holiness, according to your 
habitual clemency, has condescended to pardon 
our mistake. Further we declare, that, should 
the Orientals at any time, or Athanasius, from 
resentful feelings, be desirous to bring us to ac- 
count, that we will not act in the matter without 
your sanction. As for the heretic Arius, and his 
partizans, who say, that once the Son was not, that 
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He is of created substance, and that He is not the 
Son of God before all time, we anathematize them 
now, and once for all, according to our former 
paper which we presented at Milan. Witness our 
hand, that we condemn once for all the Arian 
heresy, as we have already said, and its advocates. 
Witness also the hand of Ursacius.—I, Ursacius the 
Bishop, have set my name to this statement *.” 

The Council of Milan, referred to in the conclu- 
sion of this letter, seems to have been held a. p. 347; 
two years after the Arian creed, called paxpdoriyoc, 
was sent into the West, and shortly after the decla- 
ration of Constans in favour of the restoration of 
the Athanasians. 


SECTION II. 


THE SEMI-ARIANS. 


Tue events recorded in the last section were at- 
tended by important consequences in the history of 
Arianism. The Council of Sardica led to a sepa- 
ration between the Eastern and Western Churches ; 
which seemed to be there represented respectively 
by the rival Synods, and which had before this 
time hidden their differences from each other, and 
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communicated together from a fear of increasing cuar. rv. 


the existing evil’. Not that really there was any sper. 1. 


discordance of doctrine between them. The his- 
torian, from whom this statement is taken, gives it 
at the same time as his own opinion, that the ma- 
jority of the Asiatics were Homoousians, though 
tyrannised over by the court influence, the sophis- 
try, the importunity, and the daring, of the Euse- 
bian party. This mere handful of divines, unscru- 
pulously pressing forward into the highest eccle- 
slastical stations, set about them to change the con- 
dition of the Churches thus put into their power ; 
and, as has been remarked in the case of Leon- 
tius of Antioch, filled the inferior offices with their 
own creatures, and sowed the seeds of discords and 
disorders, which they could not hope to have them- 
selves the satisfaction of beholding. The orthodox 
majority, on the other hand, timorously or indo- 
lently kept in the background ; and allowed them- 
selves to be represented at Sardica by men, whose 
tenets they knew to be unchristian, and professed 
to abominate. And in such circumstances, the 
blame of the open dissensions, which ensued be- 
tween the Eastern and Western divisions of Chris- 
tendom, was certain to be attributed to those who 
urged the summoning of the Council, not to those 
who neglected their duty by staying away. In 
qualification of this censure, however, the in- 
triguing spirit of the Eusebians must be borne in 
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mind ; who might have means, of which we are not 
told, of keeping away the Oriental prelates from 
Sardica. Certainly the expense of the journey 
was considerable, whatever might be the imperial or 
the ecclesiastical allowance for it ; and their absence 
from their flocks, especially in an age fertile in 
Councils, was an evil. Still there is enough in 
the history of the times, to evidence a culpable 
negligence on the part of the orthodox of Asia. 

However, this rupture between the East and 
West has here been noticed, not to censure the 
Asiatic Churches, but for the sake of its influence 
on the fortunes of Arianism. It had the effect of 
pushing forward the Semi-arians, as they are 
called, into a party distinct from the Eusebians, 
among whom they had hitherto been concealed. 
This party, as its name implies, professed a doc- 
trine approximating to the orthodox; and thus 
served as a means of deceiving the Western 
Churches, which were unskilled in the evasions, 
by which the Eusebians extricated themselves from 
the most explicit confessions of the Catholic doc- 
trine. Accordingly, the six heretical confessions 
hitherto recounted were all Semi-arian, as bemg 
intended more or less to justify the heretical party 
in the eyes of the Latins. But when this object 
ceased to be feasible, by the event of the Sardican 
Council, the Semi-arians ceased to be of service 
to the Eusebians, and a separation between the 
parties gradually took place. 

The Semi-arians, whose history shall here be 
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introduced, originated, as far as their system is cnap. rv. 
concerned, in the change of profession which the s®cr. . 
Nicene anathema was the occasion of imposing 
upon the Eusebians; and had for their founders 
Eusebius of Ceesarea, and the sophist Asterius. But 


viewed as a party, they are of a later date. The 
genuine Eusebians were never in earnest in the 
modified creeds, which they so ostentatiously put 
forward for the approbation of the West. How- 
ever, while they clamoured in defence of the in- 
consistent doctrine contained in them, which, re- 
sembling the orthodox in word, might really 
subvert it, at once admitting and denying our 
Lord’s divinity, it so happened, that they actually 
recommended it to the judgment of some of their 
followers, and unintentionally created a belief in 
an hypothesis, which in their own case was but 
the cloke for their own indifference to the truth. 
This at least seems the true explanation of an in- 
tricate subject in the history. There are always 
men of sensitive and subtle minds, the natural prey 
of the bold disputant ; who, unable to take a broad 
and common-sense view of an important subject, 
try to satisfy their intellect and conscience by re- 
fined distinctions and perverse reservations. Men 
of this stamp were especially to be found among a 
people possessed of the language and acuteness of 
the Greeks. Accordingly, the Eusebians at length 
perceived, doubtless to their surprise and disgust, 
that a party had arisen from among themselves, 
with all the positiveness, (as they would consider 
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it,) and nothing of the straightforward simplicity 
of the Catholic controversialists, more willing to 
dogmatize than to argue, and binding down their 
associates to the real import of the words, which 
they had chosen as mere evasions of orthodoxy ; 
and to their dismay they discovered, that in this 
party the Emperor himself was to be numbered. 
Constantius, indeed, may be taken as a type of a 
genuine Semi-arian; resisting, as he did, the 
orthodox doctrine from over-subtlety, timidity, 
pride, restlessness, or other weakness of mind, yet 
paradoxical enough to combat at the same time 
and condemn all, who ventured to teach any thing 
short of that orthodoxy. Balanced on this imper- 
ceptible centre between truth and error, he alter- 
nately banished every party in the controversy, not 
even sparing his own; and had recourse in turn 
to every creed for relief, except that in which the 
truth was actually to be found. 

The symbol of the Semi-arians was the opowtowyr, 
which they substituted for the orthodox opnooveov. 
Their objections to the latter expression took the 
following form. If the word ovcia denoted the 
mowrn ovoia or an individual being, then dpooveror 
seemed to bear a Sabellian meaning, and to involve 
a denial of the separate Personality of the Son’. 
On the other hand, to include two distinct Persons 
(or vrooracac), under the term, was, as it were, to 
extend the ovsia, as in the case of created things ; 
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as if it were some common nature, either divided cuap. rv. 
in fact, or one merely by abstraction’. They were sect. 
strengthened in this view by the decree of the 
Council, held at Antioch, in condemnation of 
Paulus, when the word ouootcwov was proscribed. 
They preferred, accordingly, to name the Son 
Omoioc Kar ovolav, OF Omovovctoc, With the Father, 

i. e. of a substance like in all things, except in not 
being the Father’s substance; maintaining at the 
same time, that, though the Son and Spirit were 
separate in substance from the Father, still they 
were so included in His glory that there was but 

one God. 

Instead of admitting the evasion of the Arians, Cee 
that the word Son had but a secondary sense, and arians. 
that our Lord was in reality a creature, though 
‘not like other creatures,” they plainly declared 
that He was not a creature, but truly the Son, born 
of the substance (ovcia) of the Father; yet they 
would not allow Him simply to be God, as the 
Father was; but, asserting that there were various 
energies in the Divine mind, they considered crea- 
tion to be one, and the yévynoe to be another, so 
that the Son, though distinct in substance from God, 
was at the same time essentially distinct from every 
created nature. Or, again, they held, that He was 
the offspring of the irdcracic, not the ovoia of the 
Father ; or, so to say, of the Divine OéAnac, as if 
the force of the metaphor of Son consisted in this 
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point. Further, instead of the jv moré ore ove jy, 
they adopted the ayeovwe yevvnOév, for which even 


~ Arius had changed it. That is, from a belief that 


the question of the beginning of the Son’s existence 
was beyond our comprehension, they only asserted 
that there was such a beginning, but that it was 
before time and independent of it; as if it were 
possible to draw a distinction between the Catholic 
doctrine of the derivation or order of succession 
(avaoywe yernfév), and this notion of a beginning 
simplified of the condition of time. 

Such was the Semi-arian creed, really involving 
those contradictions in terms, of which the orthodox 
were accused ;—that the Son was born before all 
times, yet not eternal ; not a creature, yet not God ; 
of His substance, yet not of the same substance ; 
and His exact and perfect resemblance in os bitters 
yet not a second Deity. 

Yet the men were better than their creed ; and it 
is satisfactory to be able to detect amid the impiety 
and worldliness of the heretical party any elements 
of a purer spirit, which gradually exerted itself and 
worked out from the corrupt mass, in which it was 
imbedded. Even in their separated state the Semi- 
arians are a motley party at best; yet they may be 
considered as saints and martyrs, when viewed by 
the side of the Eusebians, and in fact some of them 
have actually been received as such by the Catho- 
lics of subsequent times. Their zeal in detecting 
the humanitarianism of Marcellus and Photinus, 
and their good service, in withstanding the Ano- 
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moeans, who arrived at the same doctrine by a more CHAr. IV. 
blasphemous course, will presently be mentioned. s®¢r- 1 
On the whole they were men of correct and exem- 
plary life, and earnest according to their views ; 
and they even made pretensions to sanctity in their 
outward deportment, in which they differed from 
the true Eusebians, who, as far as the times allowed 
it, affected the manners and principles of the world. 
It may be added, that both Athanasius and Hilary, 
two of the most uncompromising supporters of 
the Catholic doctrine, speak favourably of them. 
Athanasius does not hesitate to call them brothers ; 
considering that, however necessary it was for the 
edification of the Church at large, that the Homoou- 
sion should be enforced on the clergy, yet that the 
privileges of private Christian fellowship were not 
to be denied to those, who from one cause or other 
stumbled at the use of it'. It is remarkable, that 
the Semi-arians, on the contrary, in their most 
celebrated Synod (at Ancyra, a. p. 358.) anathe- 
matized the holders of the Homoousion, as if eryp- 
tosabellians ’. 

Basil, the successor of Marcellus, in the see of Basilof An- 


: ; e cyra, Eus- 
Ancyra, united in his person the most varied learn- t#thius of 
Sebaste, and 
ing with the most blameless life, of all the Semi- he of 
Cyzicus. 


arians*. The praise of rectitude and purity of 
conduct was shared with him by Eustathius of 
Sebaste, and Eleusius. These three prelates espe- 
cially attracted the regard of Hilary, on his banish- 


* Athan. de Syn. 41. * Epiph. supra. 
* Theod. Hist. ii. 25. 
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cHap. lv.ment to Phrygia by the intrigues of the Amans 


SECT. II. 


Mark of 
Arethusa. 


(a. p. 356). The zealous confessor feelingly laments 


~ the condition, in which he found the Churches in 


those parts. ‘‘I say it not at a distance,” he says, 
‘¢T write not without information; I have heard 
and seen in my own person the deficiencies, not of 
laics merely, but of bishops. For, excepting Eleu- 
sius and a few with him, the ten provinces of Asia 
are for the most part.truly ignorant of God'.” 
His testimony in favour of the Semi-arians of 
Asia Minor, must in fairness be considered as 
delivered with the same force. of assertion, which 
marks his protest against all but them; and he 
elsewhere addresses Basil, Eustathius, and Eleu- 
sius, by the title of Sanctissimi viri’. 

Mark, Bishop of Arethusa, in Syria, has obtained 
from the Greek Church the honours of a saint and 
martyr. He indulged a violence of spirit, which 
assimilates him to the pure Arians, who were the 
first among Christians to employ force in the 
cause of religion. But violence, which endures as 
freely as it assails, obtains our respect, if it is 
denied our praise. His exertions in the cause of 
Christianity, were attended with considerable suc- 
cess. In the reign of Constantius, availing himself 
of his power as a Christian, he demolished a 
heathen temple, and built a church on its site. 
When Julian succeeded, it was  Mark’s turn to 


" Hilar. de Syn. 63. 
* Ibid. 90. Vid. also the life of St. Basil of Caesarea, who 
was intimate with Eustathius and others. 
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suffer. The Emperor had been saved by him, cuap. rv. 
when a child, on the massacre of the other princes ster 1 
of his house ; but on this occasion he considered, 
that the claims at once of justice and of paganism 
outweighed the recollection of ancient services. 

Mark was condemned to rebuild the temple, or to 

pay the price of it; and, on his flight from his 
bishoprick, many of his flock were arrested as his 
hostages. Upon this, he surrendered himself to his 
persecutors, who immediately subjected him to the 

most loathsome, as well as the most cruel indig- 
nities. ‘‘They apprehended the aged prelate,” 

says Gibbon, selecting some of these, ‘‘ they inhu- 
manly scourged him ; they tore his beard ; and his 

naked body, anointed with honey, was suspended, 

-in a net, between heaven and earth, and exposed 

to the stings of insects and the rays of a Syrian 
sun'.” The payment of one piece of gold towards 

the rebuilding of the temple, would have rescued 

him from these torments ; but, resolute in his refusal 

to contribute to the service of idolatry, he allowed 
himself, with a generous insensibility, even to jest 

at his own sufferings’, till he wore out the fury, 

or even, it is said, effected the conversion of his 
persecutors. Gregory Nazianzen, and Theodoret, 
besides celebrating his activity in proselyting, make 
mention ‘of his wisdom and piety, his cultivated 
understanding, his love of virtue, and the honour- 

able consistency of his life *. 


? Gibbon, Hist. ch. xxiii. 2 Soz. v. 10. 
* Tillem. Mem. vol. vii. p. 340. 
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cnap.tv. Cyril of Jerusalem, and Eusebius of Samosata, 
sect. are both saints in the Roman Calendar, though 
cyritor connected with the Semi-arian party. Eusebius 

Serene was the friend of St. Basil, surnamed the Great ; 

Samosata. and Cyril is still known to us in his perspicuous 
and eloquent discourses addressed to the Cate- 
chumens, 

Macedonius Others might be named of a like respectability, 

as nee though deficient with those above-mentioned either 
in moral or in intellectual judgment. With these 
were mingled a few of a darker character. George 
of Laodicea, one of the genuine Eusebians, joined 
them for a time, and took a chief share together 
with Basil in the management of the Council of 
Ancyra. Macedonius, who was originally an Ano- 
mean, passed through Semi-arianism to the heresy 
of the Pneumatomachists, of which he is theolo- 
gically the founder. 

Death of The Semi-arians, being such as above described, 
were both in faith and conduct an ornament and 
recommendation of the Eusebians. But, when once 
the latter stood at variance with the Latin Church 
by the event of the Sardican Council, they ceased 
to be of service, as a blind, or rather were an 
incumbrance to them, and formidable rivals in the 
favour of Constantius. This separation between 
the two parties was probably retarded for a while 
by the forced submission and recantation of Valens 
and Ursacius; but an event soon happened, which 
altogether released those prelates and the rest of 
the Eusebians from the embarrassments, in which 
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the influence of the West and the timidity of Con- cuap. rv. 
stantius had involved them. This was the assassi- s=¢?- t- 


nation of Constans, which took place a. p. 350 ; 
consequence of which, (Constantine, the eldest 5; 
the brothers, being already dead,) Constantius suc- 
ceeded to the whole empire. Thus the Eusebians 
had the whole of the West opened to their ambition ; 
and were bound by no impediment, except such as 
the ill-instructed Semi-arianism of the Emperor 
might impose upon them. Their proceedings 
under these fortunate circumstances will come 
before us presently ; here I will confine myself to 
the mention of the artifice, by which they suc- 
ceeded in recommending themselves to Constantius, 
while they opposed and triumphed over the Semi- 
arian Creed. 


This artifice, which, obvious as it is, 1s curious, Doctrinal 


artifice of 


from the place which it holds in the history of Acacius. 


Arianism, was that of affecting on principle to limit 
confessions of faith to scripture terms; and was 
adopted by Acacius of Cesarea, one of the very 
men, who had advocated the non-scriptural formu- 
laries of the Dedication and of Philippopolis '. 
From the earliest date, the Arians had taken refuge 
from their own unscriptural dogmas in the words 
of the sacred writers; but they had scarcely ven- 
tured on the inconsistency of objecting to the terms 
of theology, as such. But here Eusebius of Ce- 
sarea anticipated the proceedings of his party ; 


’ Athan. de Syn. 36—38. 
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cup. ty.and, as he instructed his contemporaries in the 


The 
Homoion, 


sect. 1. evasion of Semi-arianism, so did he also suggest 


to his pupil Acacius the more specious artifice now 
under consideration. The idea of it is found in 
his apology for signing the Nicene anathema of 
the Arian formule ; which anathema he defends 
on the principle, that these were not conceived in 
the language of Scripture’. Allusion is made to 
the same principle from time to time in the subse- 
quent Arian Councils, as if even then the laxer 
Eusebians were struggling against the tyranny of 
the Semi-arians. Though the creed of Lucian 
introduces the ovsia, the three other creeds of the 
Dedication omit it; and this hypothesis of a dif- 
ference of opinion in the heretical body partly ac- 
counts for that hesitation and ambiguity in declar- 
ing their faith, which has been noticed in its place. 
Again, the Macrostyche omits the ovsia, professes 
generally that the Son is card ravra omoiov Tw warpl, 
and enforces the propriety of keeping to the lan- 
guage of Scripture *. 

About the time which is at present more parti- 
cularly before us, this modification of Arianism 
becomes distinct, and collects around it the East- 
ern Eusebians, under the skilful management of 
Acacius. It is not easy to fix the date of his openly 
adopting it ; the immediate cause of which was his 
quarrel with the Semi-arian Cyril, which lies be- 


' Vid. also Theod. Hist. ii. 3. 
* Vid. Athan. de Synod. 
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tween a. D. 349—357. The distinguishing prin- cHap. Iv. 


ciple of his new doctrine was adherence to the 
Scripture phraseology, in opposition to the incon- 
venient dogmatism of the Semi-arians ; its distin- 
guishing tenet is the dpoov or Kata ravra opowyr, 
as opposed to the opoovcor, Omouovator, and avo- 
pov, i. e. the vague confession that the Son is 
generally like, or altogether like, the Father. Of 
these two expressions, the xara wavra opowv was 
allowed by the Semi-arians, who included kar’ 
ovoiay under it; whereas the Acacians, (for so they 
may now be called,) covertly intended to exclude 
the car’ ovoiay by the very expression, similarity 
always implying difference, and ovcia being, as 
they would argue, necessarily excluded from the 
mavra, if the dnowv were intended to stand for any 
thing short of identity. It is plain then that, in 
the meaning of its authors, and in the practical 
effect of it, this new hypothesis was neither more 
nor less than pure Arian, or Anomeean, though the 
phrase, in which it was oped bore literally the 
reverse sense. 

Such was the state of the heresy about the year 
350; before reviewing its history, as carried on 
between the two rival parties into which its advo- 
cates were dividing, I shall turn to the sufferings 
of the Catholic Church at that period. 


SECT. II. 
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CHAP. Iv. ‘Tue first Arian Persecution is spread over the 
seer ™ “space of about twelve years, being the interval be- 
Open per- tween the death of Constans, and that of Constan- 
Meaney tius. Various local violences, particularly at Alex- 
andria and Constantinople, had occurred with the 
countenance of the Eusebians at an earlier date ; 
but they were rather acts of revenge, than intended 
as means of proselyting the Catholics, and were 
conducted on no plan. But now the alternative of 
subscription or suffering was gradually introduced ; 
and, though Arianism was more sanguinary in its 
later persecutions, it could not be more abandoned 

and audacious than it showed itself in this. 
pppeeton The artifice of the Homoion, of which Acacius 
oon had undertaken the management, was adapted to 
Christians. promote the success of his party, among the ortho- 
dox of the West, as well as to delude or embarrass 
the Semi-arians, for whom it was particularly pro- 
vided. The Latin Churches, who had not been 
exposed to those trials of heretical subtlety of 
which the Homoousion was reluctantly made the 
remedy, had adhered with a noble simplicity to 
the decision of Nicza ; being satisfied, (as it would 
seem,) that, whether or not they had need of the 
test of orthodoxy at present, yet that in it lay the 
security of the great doctrine in debate, whenever 
the need should come. At the same time, they 
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were naturally jealous of the introduction of such cnap. 1v. 


terms into their theology, as chiefly served to inform s®¢™1™- 


them of the dissensions of foreigners; and, as in- 
fluenced by this feeling, even after their leaders 
had declared against the Eusebians at Sardica, 
were exposed to the temptation presented to them 
in the formula of the Homoion. To shut up the 
subject in Scripture terms, and to say that our 
Lord was lke His Father, no explanation being 
added, seemed to be a peaceful doctrine, and cer- 
tainly was in itself unexceptionable ; and, of course 
would wear a still more favourable aspect, when 
contrasted with the threat of exile and poverty, by 
which its acceptance was enforced. On the other 
hand, the proposed measure veiled the grossness of 
that threat itself, and fixed the attention of the so- 
licited Churches rather upon the argument, than 
upon the Imperial command. Minds that are 
proof against the mere menaces of power, are over- 
come by the artifices of an importunate casuistry. 
Those, who would rather have suffered death than 
have sanctioned the impieties of Arius, hardly saw 
how to defend themselves in refusing creeds, which 
were abstractedly true, though incomplete, and in- 
tolerable only because the badges of a prevaricating 
party. Thus Arianism gained its first footing in 
the West. And, when one concession was made, 
another was demanded; or, at other times, the 
first concession was converted, not without spe- 
ciousness, into a principle of general theological 
change, as if to depart from the Homoousion were 
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Condemna- 
tion of 
Athanasius. 
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in fact to acquiesce in the open impieties of Arius 
and the Anomeans. ‘This is the character of the 
history more or less illustrated in this and the sub- 
sequent section ; the Catholics harassed by sophis- 
try and persecution, and the Semi-arians first ac- 
quiescing in the Homoion, then retracting, and 
becoming more distinct upon the scene, as the Eu- 
sebians ventured to speak of our Lord in less 
honourable terms. 

But there was another subscription, required of 
the Catholics during the same period and from an 
earlier date, as painful, and to all but the most 
honest minds as embarrassing, as that to the creed 
of the Homoion ; the condemnation of Athanasius. 
The Eusebians were incited against him by resent- 
ment and jealousy ; they perceived that the suc- 
cess of their schemes was impossible, while there 
was a prelate alive, so popular at home, so re- 
spected abroad, the bond of connexion between the 
orthodox of Europe and Asia, the organ of their 
sentiments, and the guide and vigorous agent of 
their counsels. Moreover, the circumstances of 
the times, had attached an adventitious importance 
to his fortunes; as if the cause of the Homoousion 
were providentially committed to his custody, and 
in his safety or overthrow, the triumph or loss 
of the truth were actually involved. And, in the 
eyes of the Emperor, the Catholic champion ap- 
peared as a rival of his own sovereignty ; type, as 
he really was, and instrument of that Apostolic 
Order, which, whether or not united to the civil 
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power, must, to the end of time, divide the rule cap. rv. 
with Cesar as the Minister of God. Considering sect. m. 
then Athanasius too great for a subject, Constantius, 
asif for the peace of his empire, desired his destruc- 

tion at any rate’. Whether he was unfortunate or 
culpable it mattered not; whether implicated in 

legal guilt, or forced by circumstances into his pre- 

sent position ; still he was the fit victim of a sort 

of ecclesiastical ostracism, which accordingly, he 

called upon the Church to exercise. He demanded 

it of the Church, for the very eminence of Atha- 

nasius rendered it unsafe, even for the Emperor, to 
approach him in any other way. The Patriarch 

of Alexandria could not be deposed, except after a 

series of successes over less influential Catholics, 

and with the forced acquiescence or countenance of 

the principal Christian communities. And thus 

the history of the first few years of the persecution, 
presents to us the curious spectacle of the violences 

of the enemies of truth spreading every where, ex- 

cept about the person who was the real object of 

them ; who was left for a time to continue his ser- 

vices in God’s cause at Alexandria, unmolested by 

the Councils, conferences, and usurpations, which 
perplexed the other capitals of Christendom. 

As regards the majority of prelates, who were Seal a 
called upon to condemn him, there was, it would 
appear, little room for error of judgment, if they 
dealt honestly with their consciences. Yet, in the 


1 Gibbon. Hist. ch. xxi. 
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West, there were many, doubtless, who hardly knew 
enough of him to give him their confidence, or who 
had no means of forming a true opinion of the fresh 
charges, to which he was subjected. These, if it 
is worth while to notice them, were as follows: 
that he had excited differences between Constan- 
tius and his brother; that he had corresponded 
with Magnentius, the usurper of the West ; that he 
had dedicated,. or used, anew Church in Alexandria 
without the Emperor’s leave; and lastly, that he 
had not obeyed his mandate summoning him to 
Italy.—In the following notices of the persecution, 
it has been thought advisable to begin at a some- 
what earlier date than the transactions referred to 
in the foregoing remarks. 

1. Paul had sueceeded Alexander in the See of 
Constantinople, a.p. 336. At the date before us 
(a.p. 350), he had already been thrice driven from 
his Church by the intrigues of the Arians; Pontus, 
Gaul, and Mesopotamia, being successively the 
places of his exile. He had now been two years 
restored, when he was called a fourth time, not 
merely to exile, but to martyrdom. By authority 
of the Emperor, he was conveyed from Constan- 
tinople to Cucusus in Cappadocia, a dreary town 
amid the deserts of Taurus, afterwards the place of 
banishment of his successor St. Chrysostom. Here 
he was left for six days without food ; when his 
conductors impatiently anticipated the termination 
of his sufferings by strangling him in prison. 
Macedonius, the Semi-arian, took possession of the 
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vacant see, and maintained his power by the most cmap. tv. 
savage excesses. The confiscation of property, sect. 11 
banishment, brandings, torture, and death, were 
the means of his accomplishing, in the Church of 
Constantinople, a conformity with the tenets of he- 
resy. The Novatians, as maintaining the Homoou- 
sion, were included in the persecution. On their 
refusing to communicate with him, they were 
seized and scourged, and the sacred elements vio- 
lently thrust into their mouths. Women and chil- 
dren were forcibly baptized; and, on the former 


resistng, they were subjected to cruelties too miser- 
able to be described. 

2. The sufferings of the Church of Hadrianople Ofthe 
occurred about the same time, or even earlier, Adrianople. 
Under the superintendence of a civil officer, who 
had already acted as the tool of the Arians in the 
Mareotis, several of the clergy were beheaded ; 
Lucius, their bishop, for the second time loaded with 
chains and sent into exile, where he died; and 
three other bishops of the neighbourhood visited by 
an Imperial Edict, which banished them, at the 
peril of their lives, from all parts of the empire. 

3. Continuing their operations westward, the eg ine 
Arians next possessed themselves of the province of of Sirmium. 
Sirmium in Pannonia, in which the dioceses of 
Valens and Ursacius were situated. They were 
enabled to do so under the following circumstances. 

It had always been their policy, to accuse the Ho- 
moousion of involving some or other heresy by 
necessary consequence. A Valentinian or a Ma- 
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CHAP. Iv. nichean materialism was sometimes ascribed to the 
seer. 1. opthodox doctrine ; and at another time, Sabellian- 


ism, which was peculiarly abominated by the Semi- 


arians. And it happened, most unhappily for the 
Church, that one of the most strenuous of her cham- 
pions at Nica, had since fallen into a heresy of a 
Sabellian character; and had thus confirmed the 
prejudice against the true doctrine, by what would 
be considered an instance of its dangerous tendency. 
It was in the course of a work in refutation of the 
Sophist Asterius, the founder of the Semi-ariauns, 
that Marcellus of Ancyra was led to simplify, (as 
he conceived,) the creed of the Church, by state- 
ments which savoured of Sabellianism; i. e. he 
maintained the unity of the Son with the Father, at 
the expence of the doctrine of the personal distine- 
tion between them. He was answered, not only 
by Asterius, but by Eusebius of Caesarea and Aca- 
clus; and, a. p. 335, he was deposed from his see 
by the Eusebians, in order to make way for the 
Semi-arian Basil. In spite of the suspicions against 
him, the orthodox party defended him, for a con- 
siderable time, and the Council of Sardica (a. p. 
347) acquitted him and restored him to his see; 
but at length, perhaps on account of the increasing 
definiteness of his heretical views, he was abandoned 
by his friends as hopeless, even by Athanasius, 
who quietly put him aside with the acquiescence of 
Marcellus himself. The evil did not end there; 
his disciple Photinus, Bishop of Sirmium, in- 
creased the scandal, by advocating the same 
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opinions with greater boldness than his master. cmap. iv. 
The Arians did not neglect the opportunity thus seer ™-. 


offered them, both to calumniate the Catholic doc- 
trine, and to seize on so considerable a station in 
the Church, which its present occupier had dis- 
graced by his heresy. A Council was held at Sir- 
mium (A.D. 351), to inquire into his opinions; and at 
his request a formal disputation was held. Basil, the 
rival of Marcellus, was selected to be the antagonist 
of his pupil; and, having the easier position to 
defend, gained the victory in the judgment of im- 
partial arbiters, who had been selected. The depo- 
sition of Photinus followed ; and a new creed was 
promulgated of a structure between Homeeusian 
and Homcean. Germinius, who was put into his 
see, was at the time an Arian; but some years 


afterwards adopted a Semi-arianism verging upon. 


the Catholic creed, and that at a time, when it may 
be hoped that secular views did not influence his 
change. 

4. The first open attack upon Athanasius and 


Fall of 
Vincent of 


the independence of the West, was made two years Capuaat 


later at Arles, at that time the residence of the 
Court. The Arians had already solicited the friend- 
ship of Liberius, the new Bishop of Rome, hoping 
to find him more tractable than his predecessor 
Julius. A letter however from an Egyptian Coun- 
cil, in favour of Athanasius, decided him against 
his persecutors ; at the same time, to soften his 
refusal, he sent to Constantius a submissive mes- 
sage, petitioning him to assemble a general and 


Arles. 
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cuar. tv. final Council at Aquileia, a measure which the 


SECT. III, 


Emperor had already led the Catholics to ex- 
pect. The deputies of the Roman See found him 
at Arles, already engaged with his bishops in 
the execution of his purposes against Athanasius. 
It was in vain that the Western Bishops de- 
manded, that the orthodox creed should be ac- 
knowiedged by the meeting, or Arius condemned, 
as a previous step to their condemnation of Athana- 
sius. Valens, the most daring of the Eusebians, 
seconded the imperiousness of Constantius ; ill 
treatment was added ; till the Bishops, worn out 
by sufferings, consented to depose and even excom- 
municate the Alexandrian prelate. Upon this, an 
edict was published, denouncing punishment on all 
Bishops who refused to subscribe the decree thus 
obtained. Among the instances of cowardice, which 
were exhibited at Arles, none was more lamentable 
than that of Vincent of Capua, one of the deputies 
from Liberius to the Emperor. Vincent had on 
former occasions shown himself a zealous supporter 
of orthodoxy. He is supposed to be the presbyter 
of the same name, who was one of the representa- 
tives of the Roman Bishop at Nicza; he had acted 
with the orthodox at Sardica, and had afterwards 
been sent by Constans to Constantius, to effect the 
restoration of the Athanasians in a. Dp. 348. It was 
on this occasion, that he and his companion had 
been exposed to the malice of Stephen, the Arian 
Bishop of Antioch ; who, anxious to destroy their 
influence, caused a woman of light character to be 
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introduced into their chamber, with the intention of cuap. rv. 
founding a calumny against them; and who, on s*c™. "1 
the artifice being discovered, was deposed by order 
of Constantius. On the present occasion, Vincent 

was entirely in the confidence of Liberius; who, 

having intrusted him with his delicate commission 

from a sense of his vigour and experience, was 

deeply afflicted at his fall. It is satisfactory to 

know, that Vincent retrieved himself afterwards at 
Ariminum ; where he boldly resisted the tyrannical 
attempt of the Arians, to force their creed on the 
Western Church. 

5. Times of trial bring forward men of zeal and Council of 

boldness, who else would be unknown to posterity. ets 
Liberius, downcast at the disgrace of his representa- 
tive, and liable himself to fluctuations of mind, was 
unexpectedly cheered by the arrival of the famous 
Lucifer, Bishop of Cagliari, in Sardinia, and Euse- 
bius of Vercelle. These, joined by a few others, 
proceeded as his deputies and advocates to the 
great Council of Milan, which was held (a. p. 355), 
two years later than that in which Vincent fell. 
The prelates collected there were in number above 
300, almost all of the Western Church. Constan- 
tius was present, and Valens conducted the Arian 
intrigue ; and so secure of success were he and his 
party, that they did not scruple to insult the Coun- 
cil with the proposal of a pure Arian or Anomean 
creed. 


Whether this creed was generally subscribed, Athanasius 
condemned, 


does not appear; but the condemnation of Athana- 
Z 
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CHAP. IV. sius was universally agreed upon, scarcely one or 
srer. ut. two of the whole number refusing to sign it. This 


Banishment 
of the or- 


isremarkable; inasmuch as, at first, the Occidentals 
demanded of the Eusebians an avowal of the ortho- 
dox faith, as the condition of entering upon the 
consideration of the charges against him. But 
herein is the strength of audacious men; who gain 
what is unjust, by asking what is extravagant. 
Sozomen attributes the concession of the Council 
to fear, surprise, and ignorance’. In truth, a 
multitude of men, who were strangers to each other, 
and without organization or recognized leaders, 
definite objects or policy, was open to every variety 
of influence, which the shrewdness of the usurping 
faction might direct against them. The simplicity 
of honesty, the weakness of an amiable temper, the 
inexperience of a secluded, and the dulness of a 
rustic life, all combined with the dread of the 
Emperor’s displeasure, which had been openly 
manifested on their hesitation. When some of 
them ventured to object the rule of the Church 
against his command, that they should condemn 
Athanasius, and communicate with the Arians, 
‘« My will must be its rule,” he replied; ‘‘so the 
Syrian Bishops have decided ; and so must your- 
selves, would you escape exile.” 

Several of the more noble-minded prelates of the 


thodox Pre- principal Churches submitted to the alternative, 


lates ; 


ofDionysius and left their sees. Dionysius, Exarch of Milan, 


of Milan, 


1 Soz. iv. 9. 
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was banished to Cappadocia or Armenia, where cuap. tv. 
he died before the end of the persecution ; Auxen- sect. nt. 


tius being placed in his see, a bitter Arian, brought 
for the purpose from Cappadocia, and from his 
ignorance of Latin, singularly ill-fitted to preside 
over a Western province. Lucifer was sent into Lucifer of 
Syria, and Eusebius of Vercelle into Palestine. A aehienee 
fresh and more violent edict was published against Mason 
Athanasius ; orders were given to arrest him as an 
impious person, and to put the Arians in possession 

of his Churches, and of the benefactions, which 
Constantine had left for ecclesiastical and charita- 

ble uses. All bishops were prohibited from com- 
munion with him, under pain of losing their sees ; 

and the laity were to be compelled by the magis- 

trates to join themselves to the heretical party. 

Hilary of Poitiers was the next victim of the per- Hilary of 
secution. He had taken part in a petition, pre- ies 
sented toConstantius, in behalf of the exiled bishops. 

In consequence a Gallic Council was called, under 

the presidency of Saturninus, Bishop of Arles; and 

Hilary was banished into Phrygia. 

6. The history of Liberius, the occupier of the Liberius of 
most powerful see in the West, possesses an interest, , 
which deserves our careful attention. The year 
after the Council of Milan, the principal eunuch 
of the Imperial Court had been sent, to urge on 
him by threats and promises the condemnation of 
Athanasius ; and, on his insisting on a fair trial for 
the accused, and a disavowal of Arianism on the 
part of his accusers, as preliminary conditions, had 

Figen 
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cuar. 1v.caused him to be forced away to Milan. There 
sect. the same arguments were addressed to him in the 
= more impressive words of the Emperor himself; 
who urged upon him ‘‘ the notoriously wicked life 
of Athanasius, his vexatious opposition to the peace 
of the Church, his intrigues to effect a quarrel 
between the imperial brothers, and his frequent 
condemnation in the Councils of Eastern and West- 
ern Christendom ;” and further exhorted him, as 
being by his pastoral office especially a man of 
peace, to be cautious of appearing the sole obstacle 
to the happy settlement of a question, which could 
not otherwise be arranged. Liberius replied by 
demanding of Constantius even more than his depu- 
ties had proposed to the Milanese Council ;—first, 
that there should be a general subscription to the 
Nicene faith throughout the Church; next, that 
the banished bishops should be restored to their 
sees; and lastly, should the trial of Athanasius be 
still thought advisable, that a Council should be 
held at Alexandria, where justice might be fairly 
dealt between him and his accusers. The con- 
ference ended in the bishop being allowed three 
days to choose between making the required sub- 
scription, and going into exile; at the end of which 
time he manfully departed for Bercea, in Thrace. 
Constantius and the empress, struck with the 
nobleness of his conduct, sent after him a thousand 
pieces of gold; but he refused a gift, which must 
have laid him under restraint towards heretical 
benefactors. Much more promptly did he reject 
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the offer of assistance, which Eusebius, the eunuch cuap. tv. 
betore-mentioned, from whatever feeling, made him, s®¢?- ™- 


‘*You have desolated the Churches of Christen- 
dom,” he said to the powerful favourite, ‘‘ and 
then you offer me alms as a convict. Go, first 
learn to be a Christian ’.”’ 

There are men, in whose mouths sentiments, Liberius 


wavers, 


such as these, are becoming and admirable, as being 


the result of Christian magnanimity, and urged 
upon them by their station in the Church. But 
the sequel of the history shows, that in the conduct 
of Liberius there was more of personal feeling and 
intemperate indignation, than of deep-seated forti- 
tude of soul. His fall, which followed, scandalous 
as it is in itself, may yet be taken to illustrate the 
silent firmness of those others his fellow-sufferers, 
of whom we hear less, because they bore themselves 
more consistently. Two years of exile, amid the 
uncouth solitudes of Thrace, broke his spirit; and 
the triumph of his deacon Felix, who had succeeded 
to his power, painfully forced upon his imagination 
his own listless condition, which brought him no 
work to perform, and no witness of his sufferings 
for the truth’s sake. Demophilus, one of the fore- 
most of the Eusebian party, was Bishop of Bercea, 
the place of his banishment; and gave intelligence 
of his growing melancholy to his associates. Wise 
in their generation, they had an instrument ready 
prepared for the tempter’s office. Fortunatian, 


1 Soz. iv. 11. Theod. Hist. ii. 16. 
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cuap. tv. Bishop of Aquileia, who stood high in the opinion of 


SECT. III. 


Liberius for disinterestedness and courage, had 
conformed to the court-religion in the Anomcean 
Council of Milan; and he was now employed by 
the Eusebians, to gain over the wavering prelate. 
The arguments of Fortunatian and Demophilus 
shall be given in the words of Maimbourg. ‘‘ They 
told him, that they could not conceive, how a man 
of his worth and spirit could so long obstinately 
resolve to be miserable, upon a chimerical notion, 
which subsisted only in the imagination of people 
of weak or no understanding ; that, indeed, if he 
suffered for the cause of God and the Church, of 
which God had given him the government, they 
should not only look upon his sufferings as glorious, 
but, being willing to partake of his glory, they 
should also become his companions in banishment 
themselves. But that this matter related neither 
to God nor religion; that it concerned merely a 
private person, named Athanasius, whose cause 
had nothing in common with that of the Church, 
whom the public voice had long since accused of 
numberless crimes, whom Councils had condemned, 
and who had been turned out of his see by the great 
Constantine, whose judgment alone was sufficient 
to justify all that the East and West had so often 
pronounced against him. That, even if he were 
not so guilty as men made him, yet it was neces- 
sary to sacrifice him to the peace of the Church, 
and to throw him into the sea to appease the storm, 
which he was the occasion of raising ; but that, 
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the greater part of the Bishops having condemned 
him, the defending him would be causing a schism, 
and that it was a very uncommon sight to see the 
Roman prelate abandon the care of the Church, 
and banish himself into Thrace, to become the 
martyr of one, whom both divine and human justice 
had so often declared guilty. That it was high 
time to undeceive himself, and to open his eyes at 
last; to see, whether it was not passion in Athana- 
sius, which gave a false alarm, and opposed an 
imaginary heresy, to make the world believe, that 
they had a mind to establish error '.” 

The arguments, diffusively but instructively re- 
ported in the above extract, were enforced by the 
threat of death as the consequence of obstinacy ; 
while, on the other hand, a temptation of a pecu- 
liar nature presented itself to the exiled bishop in 
his very popularity with the Roman people, which 
was such, that Constantius had already been ob- 
liged to promise them his restoration. Moreover, 
as if to give a reality to the inducements by which 
he was assailed, a specific plan of mutual conces- 
sion and concord had been projected, in which he 
was required to take part. The Western Catho- 
lics had, as we have seen, continually required evi- 
dence of the orthodoxy of the Eusebians, before 
they consented to take part with them against 
Athanasius. Constantius, desirous of ingratiating 


1 Webster’s Translation is used; one or two irrelevant phrases, 
introduced by Maimbourg on the subject of Roman supremacy, 
being omitted. 
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cuap. 1v. himself with the people of Rome, and himself a 
sect. 11. Semi-arian, and at that time alarmed at the in- 


creasing boldness of the Anomceans, was not un- 
willing to force a union of all opinions on the basis 
of his own creed ; and thus, while sacrificing the 
Anomeeans, whom he feared, to the Catholics, and 
claiming from them in turn what were scarcely 
concessions, in the imperfect language of the West, 
to realise that religious agreement, the alleged ex- 
istence of which had been his principal argument 
against the inflexible orthodoxy of Athanasius. 
Moreover, the heresies of Marcellus and Photinus 
were in favour of his scheme; for, by dwelling 
upon them, he withdrew the eyes of the Church 
from the contrary errors of Semi-arianism. A 
creed was compiled from three former confessions, 
that of the orthodox Council against Paulus (a. p. 
264), that of the Dedication (a. p. 341), and a 
third lately published at Sirmium, on the condem- 
nation of Photinus (a. p. 351). Thus carefully 
composed, it was signed by all parties, Eusebians 
and Semi-arians, as well as Liberius; the Euse- 
bians being compelled by the Emperor to submit 
for the time to the dogmatic formule, which they 
had gradually abandoned. Were it desirable to en- 
large on this miserable apostasy, there are abundant 
materials in the letters, which Liberius wrote in re- 
nunciation of Athanasius, to his clergy, and to the 
Arian prelates. To Valens he protests, that nothing 
but his love of peace, greater than his desire of mar- 
tyrdom itself, would have led him to the step which 
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he had taken ; in another he declares, that he has cnap. tv. 
but followed his conscience in God’s sight!. To seer. 
add to his misery, Constantius suffered him fora 
while to linger in exile, after he had given way. 

At length he was restored; and at Ariminum in a 
measure retrieved his error, together with Vin- 

cent of Capua. 

7. The sufferings and trials of Hosius, which Persecution 
took place about the same time, are calculated to eh aul 
impress the mind with the most sorrowful feelings, 
and still more with a lively indignation against his 
inhuman persecutors. Shortly before the confe- 
rence at Sirmium, at which Liberius gave his alle- 
giance to the supremacy of Semi-arianism, a creed 
had been drawn up in the same city by Valens and 
the other more daring of the Eusebians. It would 
seem, that at this date Constantius had not taken 
the alarm against the Anomceans, to the extent in 
which he felt it soon afterwards, on the news pro- 
bably of their proceedings in the East. Accord- 
ingly, the creed in question is of a mixed charac- 
ter. Not venturing on the Anomoion, as at Milan, 
it nevertheless condemns the use of the ousia (sub- 
stance), Homoousion, and Homoiousion, on some- 
what of the equivocal plan, of which Acacius was 
the most conspicuous patron; and being such, it 
was presented for signature to the aged Bishop of 
Corduba. The cruelty which they exercised to 
accomplish their purpose, was worthy of that sin- 


* Hilar. Fragm. iv. and vi. 
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cuap. ty. gularly wicked faction, which Eusebius had orga- 
secr.ut. nised. Hosius was at this time 101 years old ; 


and had passed a life, prolonged beyond the age of 
man, in services and sufferings in the cause of 
Christ. He had assisted in the celebrated Council 
of Elvira (about) a. p. 300, and had been distin- 
guished as a confessor in the Maximinian persecu- 
tion. He presided at the General Councils of 
Niceea and Sardica, and was perhaps the only pre- 
late, besides Athanasius, who was known and reve- 
renced at once in the East and West. When 
Constantius became possessed of the Western 
world, far from relaxing his zeal in a cause dis- 
countenanced at the Court, Hosius had exerted him- 
self in his own diocese for the orthodox faith ; and, 
when the persecution began, endeavoured by letter 
to rouse other bishops to a sense of the connexion 
between the acquittal of Athanasius, and the main- 
tenance of divine truth. The Eusebians were irri- 
tated by his opposition ; he was summoned to the 
Court at Milan, and, after a vain attempt to shake 
his constancy, dismissed back to his see. The im- 
portunities of Constantius being shortly after re- 
newed, both in the way of threats and of promises, 
Hosius addressed to him an admirable letter, which 
Athanasius has preserved. After declaring his 
willingness to repeat, should it be necessary, the 
good confession which he had witnessed in the 
heathen persecution, he exhorts the Emperor to 
abandon his unscriptural creed, and to turn his 
ear from Arian advisers. He states his convic- 
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tion, that the condemnation of Athanasius was cHap.ty. 
urged merely for the establishment of the he- seer. 1. 


been challenged publicly to produce the proof 
of their allegations, and had failed, and that he 
himself had conversed with them in private, and 
could gain nothing satisfactory from them ; and he 
further reminds Constantius, that Valens and 
Ursacius had retracted the charges, which they 
had formerly urged against him. ‘‘ Change your 
course of action, I beseech you,” continues the 
earnest Prelate; ‘‘ remember that you are a man. 
Fear the day of judgment ; keep your hands clean 
against it; meddle not with Church matters; far 
from advising us about them, rather seek instruc- 
tion from us. God has put dominion into your 
hands ; to us He has entrusted the management of 
the Church ; and, as a traitor to you is a rebel to 
the God who ordained you, so be afraid on your 
part, lest, usurping ecclesiastical power, you be- 
come guilty of a great sin. It is written, ‘ Render 
unto Cesar, Cesar’s, and what is God’s, to God.’ 
We may not bear rule; you, O Emperor, may not 
burn incense. I write this from a care for your 
soul. As to your message, I remain in the same 
mind. Ido not join the Arians. I anathematize 
them. I do not subscribe the condemnation of 
Athanasius'!.’’ Hosius did not address such lan- 
guage with impunity to a Court, which affected the 


1 Athan. Hist. Arian. ad Monach. 44. 
fi 


resy ; declares, that at Sardica his accusers had 
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majesty of oriental despotism. He was summoned 
to Sirmium, and thrown into prison. There he 
remained for a whole year. Tortures were added 
to force the old man from his resolution. He was 
scourged, and afterwards placed upon the rack. 
Mysterious it was, that so honoured a life should 
be preserved to an extremity of age, to become the 
sport and triumph of the Enemy of mankind. At 
length broken in spirit, the eontemporary of Gre- 
gory and Dionysius, was induced to countenance 
the impieties of the generation, into which he had 
lived; not indeed signing the condemnation of 
Athanasius, for he spurned that baseness to the 
last, but yielding subscription to a formulary, which 
forbad the mention of the Homoousion, and 
thus virtually condemned the creed of Nicea, and 
countenanced the Arian proceedings. Hosius lived 
about two years after this tragical event ; and, on 
his deathbed, he protested against the compulsion 
which had been used towards him, and, with his 
last breath, abjured the heresy which dishonoured 
his Divine Lord and Saviour. 

8. Meanwhile, the great Egyptian prelate, seated 
on his patriarchal throne, had calmly prosecuted 
the work, for which he was raised up, as if hisname 
had not been mentioned in the Arian Councils, 
and the troubles, which agitated the Western 
Church, were not the prelude to the blow, which 
was to fall on himself. Untutored in concession 
to impiety, by the experience or the prospect of 
suffering, yet, sensitively alive to the difference 
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between unbelief and error, while he punished he cna. tv. 


spared, and restored in the spirit of meekness, 


while he rebuked and rejected with power. On ~~ 


his return to Alexandria, seven years previous to 
the events last recorded, congratulations and _pro- 
fessions of attachment poured in upon him from 
the provinces of the whole Roman world, near and 
distant. From Africa to Illyricum, and from Eng- 
land to Palestine, 400 episcopal letters solicited 
his communion or patronage ; and apologies, and 
the officiousness of personal service were liberally 
tendered by those, who, through cowardice, dul- 
ness, or self-interest, had joined themselves to the 
heretical party. Nor did Athanasius fail to im- 
prove the season of prosperity, for the true moral 
strength and substantial holiness of the people com- 
mitted tohim. The sacred services were diligently 
attended ; alms and_ benefactions supplied the 
wants of the friendless and infirm ; and the young 
turned their thoughts to that generous consecration 
of themselves to God, recommended by St. Paul 
in times of trouble and persecution. 


SECT. III. 


In truth the sufferings, which the Church of Previous 


trials of the 


Alexandria had lately undergone from the hands of Atexan- 
° . - ° : drian 
the Eusebians, were sufficient to indispose serious Church. 


minds towards secular engagements, or vows of 
duty to a fellow mortal; to quench those anticipa- 
tions of quietness and peace, which the overthrow 
of paganism had at first excited; and to remind 
them, that the girdle of celibacy and the lamp of 
watchers best became those, on whom God’s judg- 
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ments might fall suddenly. Not more than ten 
years were gone by, since Gregory, appointed to 
the See of Athanasius by the Council of the Dedi- 
cation, had been thrust upon them by the Imperial 
Governor, with the most frightful and revolting 
outrages. Philagrius, an apostate from the Chris- 
tian faith, and Arsacius, an eunuch of the court, 
introduced the Eusebian Bishop into his episcopal 
city. A church besieged and spoiled, the massa- 
cre of the assembled worshippers, the clergy trod- 
den under foot, the women subjected to the most 
infamous profanations, these were the first benedic- 
tory greetings scattered by the Arian among his 
people. Next, bishops were robbed, beaten, im- 
prisoned, banished; the sacred elements of the 
Eucharist were scornfully cast about by the hea- 
then rabble, which seconded the usurping party ; 
birds and fruits were offered in sacrifice on the 
holy table ; hymns chaunted in honour of the idols 
of paganism; and the Scriptures given to the 
flames. 

Such had already been the trial of a much- 
enduring Church; and it might be renewed in 
spite of its present prosperity. The Council of 
Sardica, convoked principally to remedy these mi- 
serable disorders, had in its synodal letter warned 
the Alexandrian Catholics against relaxing in 
their brave testimony to the faith of the Gospel. 
‘* We exhort you, beloved brethren, before all 
things, that ye hold the right faith of the Catholic 
Church. Many and grievous have been your suf- 
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ferings, and many are the insults and injuries in- 
flicted on the Catholic Church, but ‘he, who en- 
dureth unto the end, the same shall be saved.’ 
Wherefore, should they essay further enormities 
against you, let affliction be your rejoicing. For 
such sufferings are a kind of martyrdom, and such 
confessions and tortures have their reward. Ye 
shall receive from God the combatant’s prize. 
Wherefore struggle with all might for the sound 
faith, and for the exculpation of our brother Atha- 
nasius, your bishop. We on our part have not 
heen silent about you, nor neglected to provide for 
your security; but have been mindful, and done 
all that Christian love requires of us, suffering 
with our suffering brethren, and accounting their 
trials as our own'.” 

The time was now at hand, which was antici- 
pated by the prophetic solicitude of the Sardican 
Fathers. The same year in which Hosius was 
thrown into prison, the furies of heretical malice 
were let loose upon the Catholics of Alexandria. 
George of Cappadocia, a man of illiterate mind and 
savage manners, was selected by the Eusebians as 
their new substitute for Athanasius in the see of 
that city ; and the charge of executing this extra- 
ordinary determination was committed to Syrianus, 
Duke of Egypt. The scenes which followed are 
but the repetition, with more aggravated horrors, 
of the atrocities perpetrated by the intruder Gre- 


' Athan. Apol. cont. Arian. 38. 
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gory. Syrianus entered Alexandria at night; and 
straightway proceeded with his soldiers to one of 
the churches, where the Alexandrians were en- 
gaged in the services of religion. We have the 
account of the irruption from Athanasius himself; 
who, being accused by the Arians of cowardice, on 
occasion of his subsequent flight, after defending 
his conduct from Scripture, describes the circum- 
stances, under which he was driven from his Church. 
‘« It was now night,” he says, ‘‘ and some of our 
people were keeping vigil, preparatory to receiving 
the Lord’s Supper; when Syrianus suddenly came 
upon us, witha force of above 5000 men, prepared 
for attack, with drawn swords, bows, darts, and 
clubs, ... and surrounded the church with close 
parties of the soldiery, that none might escape from 
within. There seemed an impropriety in my de- 
serting my congregation in such a riot, instead of 
hazarding the danger in their stead ; so I placed 
myself in my bishop’s chair, and bade the deacon 
read the Psalm (Ps. cxxxvi.), and the congregation . 
alternate ‘for His mercy endureth for ever,’ and 
then all retire and go home. But the General 
bursting at length into the church, and his soldiers 
blocking up the chancel, with a view-of arresting 
me, the clergy and some of my people present 
began in their turn clamorously to urge me to with- 
draw myself. However, I refused to do so, before one 
and all in the church were gone. Accordingly, | 
stood up, and directed the parting prayer to be said ; 
and then I urged them ail to depart first, for that it 
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was better that I should run the risk, than any of cuap. wv. 
them suffer. But by the time that most of them were sect. u1. 
gone out, and the rest were following, the Religious a 
Brethren and some of the clergy, who were imme- 

diately about me, ran up the steps, and dragged me 

down. And so, be truth my witness, though the 
soldiers blockaded the chancel, and were in motion 

round about the church, the Lord leading, I made my 

way through them, and by His protection got away 
unperceived ; glorifying God mightily, that I had 

been enabled to stand by my people, and even to 

send them out before me, and yet had escaped in 

safety from the hands of those who sought me’.” 

The formal protest of the Alexandrian Christians Protest of 
against this outrage, which is still extant, gives a ices 
stronger and fuller statement of the violences Te aes 
tending it. ‘‘ While we were watching in prayer,” 
they say, ‘‘suddenly about midnight, the most 
noble Duke Syrianus came upon us with a large 
force of legionaries, with arms, drawn swords, and 
other military weapons, and their helmets on. The 
prayers and sacred reading were proceeding, when 
they assaulted the doors, and, on these being laid 
open by the force of numbers, he gave the word of 
command. Upon which, some began to let fly 
their arrows, and others to sound a charge; and 
there was a clashing of weapons, and swords glared 
against the lamplight. Presently, the sacred vir- 
gins were slaughtered, numbers trampled down 


_' Athan. Apol. de fug. 24. 
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cHap. Iv. one over another by the rush of the soldiers, and 


Escape and 
wanderings 


secr.ut. others killed by arrows. Some of the soldiers be- 


took themselves to pillage, and began to strip the 
females, to whom the very touch of strangers was 
more terrible than death. Meanwhile, the Bishop 
sat on his throne, exhorting all to pray... He was 
dragged down, and almost torn to pieces. He 
swooned away, and became as dead; we do not 
know how he got away from them, for they were 
bent upon killing him’.” 

The first purpose of Athanasius on his escape, 


of Athana~ was at once to betake himself to Constantius ; and 


sius. 


Persecution 
of the Ca- 
tholics. 


he had began his journey to him, when news of 
the fury, with which the persecution raged through- 
out the West, changed his intention. A price was 
set on his head, and every place was diligently 
searched in the attempt to find him. He retired 
into the wilderness of the Thebaid, then inhabited 
by the followers of Paul and Anthony, the first 
hermits. Driven at length thence by the activity 
of his persecutors, he went through a variety of 
strange adventures, which lasted for the space of 
six years, till the death of Constantius allowed him 
to return to Alexandria. 

His suffragan bishops did not escape a persecu- 
tion, which was directed, not against an individual, 
but against the Christian faith. Thirty of them 
were banished, ninety were deprived of their 
churches ; and many of the inferior clergy suffered 
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with them. Sickness and death were the ordinary cuap. Iv. 
result of such hardships as exile involved ; but di- sect. m. 


rect violence in good measure superseded a linger- 
ing and uncertain vengeance. George, the repre- 
sentative of the Arians, led the way in a course of 
horrors, which he carried through all ranks and 
professions of the Catholic people ; and the Jews 
and heathen of Alexandria, sympathising in his 
brutality, submitted themselves to his guidance, 
and enabled him to extend the range of his crimes 
in every direction. Houses were pillaged, churches 
were burned, or subjected to the most loathsome 
profanations, and cemeteries were ransacked. On 
the week after Whitsuntide, George himself sur- 
prised a congregation, which had refused to commu- 
nicate with him. He brought out some of the con- 
secrated virgins, and threatened them with death 
by burning, unless they forthwith turned Arians. 
On perceiving their constancy of purpose, he strip- 
ped them of their garments, and beat them so bar- 
barously on the face, that for some time afterwards 
their features could not be distinguished. Of the 
men, forty were scourged; some died of their 
wounds, the rest were banished. This is one out 
of many notorious facts, publicly declared at the 
time, and uncontradicted ; and which were not 
merely the unauthorised excesses of an uneducated 
Cappadocian, but recognised by the Arian body as 
their own, in a state paper from the Imperial Court, 
and perpetrated for the maintenance of the peace 
of the Church, and of a good understanding among 
Aa 


356 


CHAP. IV. 


SECT. III. 


Letter from 
Constantius 
to the Alex- 
andrians. 


THE ATHANASIANS. 


all who agreed in the authority of the sacred Scrip- 
tures. 

In the document referred to, which is addressed 
to the Alexandrians, the infatuated Emperor ap- 
plauds their conduct in turning from a cheat and 
impostor, and siding with those who were venerable 
men, and above all praise. ‘‘ The majority of the 
citizens,” he continues, ‘‘ were blinded by the in- 
fluence of one, who rose from the abyss, darkly 
misleading those who seek the truth ; who had at 
no time any fruitful exhortation to communicate, 
but abused the souls of his hearers with frivolous 
and superficial discussions ... That noble person- 
age has not ventured to stand a trial, but has ad- 
judged himself to banishment ; whom it is the inte- 
rest even of the barbarians to get rid of, lest by 
pouring out his griefs as in a play to the first comer, 
he persuade some of them to be profane. So we 
will wish him a fair journey. But for yourselves, 
only the select few are your equals, or rather, none 
are worthy of your honours ; who are allotted excel- 
lence and sense, such as your actions proclaim, 
celebrated as they are almost through the world. 
You have roused yourselves from the grovelling 
things of earth to those of heaven, the most reve- 
rend George undertaking to be your leader, a man 
of all others the most accomplished in such mat- 
ters ; under whose care you will enjoy in days to 
come honourable hope, and tranquillity at the pre- 
sent time. May all of you hang upon his words 
as upon a holy anchor, that any cutting and burn- 


THE ATHANASIANS. 


357 


ing may be needless on our part against men of cap. Iv. 


depraved souls, whom we seriously advise to ab- seer. ™. 


stain from paying respect to Athanasius, and dis- 
miss from their minds his troublesome garrulity ; 
or such factious men will find themselves involved 
in extreme peril, which perhaps no skill will be 
able to avert from them. For it were absurd in- 
deed, to drive about the pestilent Athanasius from 
country to country, aiming at his death, though he 
had ten lives, and not to put a stop to the extrava- 
gances of his flatterers and juggling attendants, 
such as it is a disgrace to name, and whose death 
has long been determined by the judges. Yet 
there is a hope of pardon, if they will at length 
relinquish their offensive proceedings. As to their 
profligate leader Athanasius, he distracted the har- 
mony of the state, and laid on the most holy men 
impious and sacrilegious hands '.” 

The ignorance and folly of this remarkable docu- 
ment are at first sight incredible ; but to an observ- 
vant mind the common experience of life brings 
sufficient proof, that there is nothing too audacious 
for party spirit to assert, nothing too gross for 
monarch or inflamed populace to receive. 


? Athan. Apol. ad Constant. 30. 
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SECTION IV. 
THE ANOMGANS. 


Ir remains to relate the open disunion and schism 
between the Semi-arians and the Anomeeans. In 
order to set this clearly before the reader, a brief 
recapitulation must first be made of the history of 
the heresy, as already traced ; as it has been some- 
what obscured in the last section, by the narrative 
of the political events which attended it. 

The Semi-arian school was the offspring of the in- 
genious refinements, under which the Eusebians con- 
cealed impieties, which the spirit of the times made 
it inexpedient for them to avow. Here the history 
of the original Arians is reversed, whether they 
be regarded in their Meletian or Antiochene con- 
nexion. The creed of Semi-arianism preceded the 
party ; i.e. those subtleties, which were too feeble 
to entangle the shrewdness of the Lucianists, pro- 
duced their due effect upon the natural subjects 
of them, viz. men who, with more devotional feeling 
than the Arians, had less plain sense, and a like 
deficiency of humility. A Platonic fancifulness 
made them the victims of an Aristotelic subtlety ; 
and in the philosophising Eusebius and the sophist 
Asterius, we recognise the appropriate inventors, 
though hardly the sincere disciples, of the new 
creed. For a time, the distinction between them 
and the Eusebians did not openly appear; the 
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creeds put forth by the party being all, more or cuap. rv. 
less, of a Semi-arian cast, down to the Council of s=°t- 1. 
Sirmium inclusive (a.p. 351), in which Photinus 
was condemned. In the meanwhile the Eusebians, 
little pleased with the growing dogmatism of mem- 
bers of their own body, fell upon the expedient of con- 
fining their confessions to Scripture terms ; which, 
when separated from their context, were of course 
inadequate to concentrate and ascertain the true 
doctrine. Hence the formula of the Homoion; 
which was introduced by Acacius with the express 
purpose of deceiving or baffling the Semi-arian 
party. This measure was the more necessary for 
Eusebian interests, inasmuch as a new variety of 
the heresy arose in the East at the same time, ad- 
vocated by Aetius and Eunomius; who, by profes- 
sing boldly the pure Arian tenet, alarmed Constan- 
tius, and threw him back upon Basil, and the 
other Semi-arians. These Anomceans, however, 
as they were called, (viz. from maintaining that 
the ovsia of the Son was unlike, avdpowe, the Di- 
vine ovsia,) were actually joined by one portion of 
the Eusebians, Valens and his rude Occidentals ; 
whose language and temper, not admitting the re- 
finements of Grecian genius, led them to rush from 
orthodoxy into the most: hard and undisguised im- 
piety. And thus the parties stand at the date now 
before us (a. D. 356—361) ; Constantius being alter- 
nately swayed by Basil, Acacius, and Valens ; by his 
personal attachment to Valens, the talent of Acacius, 
and his respect for Basil and the Semi-arians, 
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cuap.tv. Aetius, the founder of the Anomeceans, is a re- 
sect. 1v. markable instance of the struggles and success of a 
History of TeStless and aspiring mind under the pressure of 
Actius. difficulties. He was a native of Antioch; his 
father, who had an office under the governor of 
the province, dying when he was a child, he was 
made the servant or slave of a vine-dresser. He 
was first promoted to the trade of a goldsmith or 
travelling tinker, according to the conflicting tes- 
timony of his friends and enemies. Falling in 
with an itinerant practitioner in medicine, he ac- 
quired so much knowledge of the art, as to assume 
the character of a physician himself; and, the 
further study of his new profession introducing him 
to the disputations of his more learned brethren, 
he manifested such acuteness and boldness in argu- 
ment, that he was soon engaged, after the manner 
of the Sophists, as a paid advocate for such, as 
wished their own theories exhibited in the most 
advantageous form. The schools of Medicine 
were at that time infected with Arianism, and thus 
introduced him to the science of theology, as well 
as the profession of a Sophist; giving him a bias 
towards heresy, which was soon after confirmed by 
the tuition of Paulinus, Bishop of Antioch. Here 
he so boldly conducted the principles of Arianism 
to their legitimate results, as to scandalize the Eu- 
sebian successor of Paulinus; who forced him to 
retire to Anazarbus, and to resume his former trade 
of a goldsmith. The energy of Aetius, however, 
could not be restrained by the obstacles, which birth, 
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education, and decency opposed to its public mani- cuap. tv. 


festation. He made acquaintance with a teacher 
of grammar; and, readily acquiring a smattering of 
polite literature, he was soon enabled to expose his 
master’s expositions of sacred Scripture before his 
pupils. A quarrel, as might be expected, ensued ; 
and Aetius was received into the house of the 
Bishop of Anazarbus, who had been one of the 
Arian prelates at Nicea. This man was formerly 
mentioned, as one of the rudest and most daring 
among the first assailants of our Lord’s divinity. 
It is probable, however, that, after signing the 
Homoousion, he had sunk into the characteristic 
duplicity and worldliness of the Eusebian party ; 
for Aetius is said to have complained, that he was 
deficient in depth, and, in spite of his hospitality, 
looked out for another instructor. Such an one 
he found in the person of a priest of Tarsus, who 
had been from the first a consistent Arian; and 
with him he read the Epistles of St. Paul. Re- 
turning to Antioch, he became the pupil of Leon- 
tius, in the prophetical Scriptures; and, after a 
while, put himself under the instruction of an 
Aristotelic sophist of Alexandria. Thus accom- 
plished, he was ordained deacon by Leontius (a.p. 
350), who had been lately raised to the patriarchal 
See of Antioch. Thus the rise of the Anomcan 
sect coincides in point of time with the death of 
Constans, an event already noticed in the history 
of the Eusebians, as transferring the empire of the 
West to Constantius, and, so furthering their split- 
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cHAP. Iv. ting into the Homcean and Homeeusian factions. 


SECT. IV. 


Eunomius. 


Scarcely had Aetius been ordained, when the same 
notorious irregularities in his carriage, whatever 
they were, which had more than once led to his 
expulsion from the lay communion of the Arians, 
caused his deposition from the diaconate, by the 
very prelate who had promoted him to it. After 
this, little is known of him for several years ; ex- 
cepting a dispute, which he -held with the Semi- 
arian Basil, which marks his rising importance. 
During the interval, he ingratiated himself with 
Gallus, the brother of Julian ; and was implicated 
in his political offences. Escaping, however, the 
anger of Constantius, by his comparative insignifi- 
cance, he retired to Alexandria, and lived for some 
time in the train of George of Cappadocia, who 
allowed him to officiate as deacon. Such was at 
this time the character of the clergy, whom the 
Arians had introduced into the Syrian Churches, 
that this despicable adventurer, whose vulgarities 
were as odious, as his life was extravagant, and his 
creed blasphemous, had influence to found a sect, 
which engaged the attention of the learned Semi- 
arians at Ancyra (a.p. 358), and has employed the 
polemical powers of the orthodox Fathers, Basil, 
and Gregory Nyssen. 

Eunomius, his most celebrated disciple, was the 
principal disputant in the controversy. With more 
learning than Aetius, he was enabled to complete 
and fortify the Anomcean system, inheriting from 
his master two peculiarities of character, which be- 
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long to his school ; the first, a faculty of subtle cuap. rv. 
disputation and hard mathematical reasoning, the ‘®t. 1. 
second, a fierce, and in one sense an honest, dis- 
dain of compromise and dissimulation. These had 
been the two marks of Arianism at its first rise; 
and the first associates of Arius, who, after his sub- 
mission to Constantine, had kept aloof from the 
Court party in disgust, now joyfully welcomed and 
joined the Anomcans. The new sect justified 
their anticipations of its boldness. The same im- 
patience, with which Aetius had received the ambi- 
guous explanations of the Eusebian Bishop of Ana- 
zarbus, was expressed by Eunomius for the Acaci- 
anism of Eudoxius of Antioch, who in vain endea- 
voured to tutor him into a less real and systematic 
profession of the Arian tenets. So far did his party 
carry their vehemence, as even to re-baptize their 
Christian converts, as though they had been hea- 
then ; and that, not in the case of Catholics only, 
but, to the great offence of the Eusebians, even of 
those, whom they proselyted from the other forms 
of Arianism'!. Earnestness is always respectable ; 
and, if it be allowable to speak with a sort of moral 
catachresis, the Anomceans merited on this account, 
as well as ensured, a success, which a false conci- 
liation must not hope to obtain. 

The progress of events rapidly carried them for- Rise of the 
ward upon the scene of ecclesiastical politics. 
Valens, the self-constituted organ of the Western 
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cuap. tv. Church, was seconded in his patronage of them by 


SECT, IV. 


Homeean 
Council of 
Antioch. 


the eunuchs of the Court ; of whom Eusebius, the 
Grand Chamberlain, had unlimited sway over the 
weak mind of the Emperor. The concessions of 
Liberius and Hosius, furnished an additional coun- 
tenance to Arianism, being misrepresented as actual 
advances towards the heretical system. The in- 
artificial cast of the Western theology, which 
scarcely recognized any middle hypothesis between 
that of the Homoousion and pure Arianism, 
strengthened the opinion, that those, who had aban- 
doned the one, must in fact have embraced the 
other. And, as if this were not enough, it appears, 
that an Anomecean creed was circulated in the East, 
under the pretended sanction of the two prelates '. 
Events in the Churches of Antioch and Jerusalem 
furthered the schism between the Semi-arians and 
the Anomeeans. Leontius of Antioch dying (a. p. 
357), the eunuchs of the Court contrived to place 
Eudoxius in his see, a man of restless and intriguing 
temper, and opposed to the Semi-arians. Acacius, 
quarrelling with Cyril of Jerusalem, was easily 
persuaded to join the attack, which was organizing 
against the party of the latter. A Council was 
held at Antioch (a. p. 358), which was attended 
by Acacius, Eudoxius, Eunomius, Aetius, and 
others of the baser sort; in which, without ventur- 
ing on the distinct Anomeean doctrine, the second 
creed of Sirmium, which Hosius had signed, was 
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received and confirmed, and a letter of thanks and cuap. rv. 
congratulations was written to the party of Valens, sect. 1v. 
for having brought the troubles of the West to so 
satisfactory a termination. 

Mention has already been made of one George, Semi-arian 
a presbyter of Alexandria; who, being among the Ancy™ 
earliest supporters of Arius, was degraded by 
Alexander, but, being received by the Eusebians 
into the Church of Antioch, became at length 
Bishop of Laodicea. George was justly offended 
at the promotion of Eudoxius, without the consent 
of himself and Mark of Arethusa, the most con- 
siderable Bishops of Syria; and, at this juncture, 
took part against the combination of Homeeans, 
and Anomeeans, at Antioch, who had just pub- 
lished their assent to the creed of Sirmium. Falling 
in with some clergy whom Eudoxius had excommu- 
nicated, he sent letters by them to Macedonius, 
Basil of Ancyra, and other leaders of the Semi- 
arlans, intreating them to raise a protest against 
the proceedings of the Council of Antioch, and so 
to oblige Eudoxius to separate himself from Aetius 
and the Anomeans. This remonstrance produced 
its effect; and, under pretence of the dedication of 
a church, a Council was immediately held by the 
Semi-arian party at Ancyra (a. p. 358), in which 
the Anomcean heresy was condemned. The Synodal 
letter, which they published, professed to be 
grounded on the Semi-arian creeds of the Dedica- 
tion (A. p. 341), of Philippopolis (a. p. 347), and of 
Sirmium (a. p. 351), when Photinus was con- 
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cnap. tv. demned and deposed. It is a valuable document, 
sror.1v. even as a defence of orthodoxy ; its error consisting 
me in its obstinate rejection of the Nicene Homoousion, 
the sole practical bulwark of the Catholic faith 
against the misrepresentations of heresy, against a 
sort of tritheism on the one hand, and a degraded 
conception of the Son and Spirit on the other. 
Semi-arian The two parties thus at issue, appealed to Con- 
Simiun, stantius. That feeble Prince had lately sanctioned 
the almost Acacian creed of Valens, which Hosius 
had been compelled to subscribe, when the deputa- 
tion from Antioch arrived at Sirmium; and he 
readily gave his assent to their confession, which was 
professedly but an echo of the former. Scarcely 
had he done so, when the Semi-arians made their 
appearance from Ancyra, with Basil at their head ; 
and succeeded so well in representing its dangerous 
character, that, recalling the messenger who had 
been sent off to Antioch, he held the Conference, of 
which a notice was given in the last section, in 
which a Semi-arian creed was imposed on all par- 
ties, Eudoxius and Valens, the representatives of 
the Eusebians there present, being compelled to 
join with the orthodox Liberius, in a creed which 
Basil compiled froin the creeds against Paulus of 
Samosata, and Photinus (a. p. 264. 351), and the 
creed of Lucian, published by the Council of the 
Dedication (a. p. 341). Yet in spite of the learn- 
ing, and personal respectability of the Semi-arians, 
which at the moment exerted this strong influence 
over the mind of Constantius, the dexterity of the 
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Eusebians in disputation and intrigue was ulti- ciap. rv. 
mately successful. Though seventy Bishops of sscr. tv. 


their party were immediately banished, these were 
in a few months re-instated by the capricious Em- 
peror, who from that time inclined first to the 
Acacian or Homeean, and then to the open Ano- 
meean or pure Arian doctrine ; and before his death, 
A. D. 361, he had received baptism from the hands 
of Euzoius, one of the original associates of Arius, 
then recently placed in the see of Antioch.—The 
history of this change, with the Councils attending 
it, will bring us to the close of this chapter. 

The Semi-arians, elated with their triumph, Sevi- 


arians in- 


obtained the Emperor’s consent for an (Ecumenical rece by 
theEmperor 


Council, in which the faith of the Christian Church with the 


should definitively be declared. A meeting of the ment of 
whole of Christendom had not been imagined, ex- Council. 
cept in the instance of the Council of Sardica, 
since the Nicene; and the Sardican itself had 
been convoked principally to decide upon the 
charges urged against Athanasius, and not to open 
the doctrinal question. Indeed it is evident, that 
none but the heterodox party, now dominant, could 
consistently debate an article of belief, which the 
united testimony of the Churches of the East and 
West had once for all settled at Nicaea. While Intrigues of 
Basil laboured for the accomplishment of this pur- rae 
pose, the Eusebians, on the other hand, headed by 
Eudoxius and Valens, perceiving that it would be 
more for their own interest that the prelates of the 
East and West should not meet in the same place, 
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(two bodies being more manageable than one,) ex- 
erted themselves so strenuously with the assistance 
of the eunuchs of the palace, that at last it was de- 
termined, that, while the Orientals met at Seleucia 
in Isauria, the Occidental Council should be held 
at Ariminum, in Italy. Next, a previous Confer- 
ence was held at Sirmium, in order to determine 
on the creed to be presented to the bipartite Coun- 
cil ; and here again the Eusebians gained an advan- 
tage, though not at once to the extent of their 
wishes. Warned by the late indignation of Con- 
stantius against the Anomcean tenet, they did not 
attempt to rescue it from his displeasure ; but they 
struggled for the adoption of the Acacian Homoion, 
which the Emperor had already received and aban- 
doned, and they actually effected the adoption of 
the xara wavra OMOLOV, Kara Tac yeapac,—a phrase in 
which the Semi-arians indeed included their kar’ 
ovaiay duo.ov or Homoiousion, but which did not 
necessarily refer to substance or nature at all. 
Under these circumstances the two Councils met in 
the autumn of a. p. 359, under the nominal super- 
intendence of the Semi-arians; but on the Euse- 
bian side, the sharp-witted Acacius undertaking to 
deal with the disputatious Greeks, the overbearing 
and cruel Valens with the plainer Latins. 

About 150 Bishops of the Eastern Church assem- 
bled at Seleucia, of whom not above forty were 
Eusebians. Far the greater number were Semi- 
arians; the Egyptian prelates alone, of whom but 
twelve or thirteen were present, displaying them- 
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selves, as at the first, the bold and faithful adhe- cap. rv. 
rents of the Homoousion. It was soon evident s®c?- 1. 
that the forced reconciliation which Constantius 
had imposed on the two parties at Sirmium, was of 
no avail in their actual deliberations. On each 
side an alteration of the proposed formula was 
demanded. In spite of the sanction given by Basil 
and Mark to the xara ravra Omovov, the majority of 
their partizans would be contented with nothing 
short of the definite car’ ovctay duowov, or Homoiou- 
sion, which left no opening, (as they considered,) to 


evasion ; and in consequence proposed to return to 
Lucian’s creed, adopted by the Council of the Dedi- 
cation. Acacius, on the other hand, not satisfied 
with the advantage he had gained in the pre- 
liminary meeting at Sirmium, where the mention 
of the ovoia or substance was dropped, (which had 
but lately been imposed by Constantius on all par- 
ties, in the formulary which Liberius signed,) pro- 
posed a creed in which the Homoousion and 
Homoiousion, were condemned, the Anomoion ana- 
thematized, as the source of confusion and schism, 
and his own Homoion adopted ; and when he found 
himself unable to accomplish his purpose, not 
waiting for the formal sentence of deposition, which 
the Semi-arians proceeded to pronounce upon him- 
self and eight others, he set off to Constantinople, 
where the Emperor then was, hoping in the absence 
of Basil and his party to gain what had been denied 
him at Sirmium. It so happened, however, that 
his object had been effected even before his arrival ; 
Bb 
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cnap. Iv. for, a similar quarrel having resulted from the 


SECT. IV. 


Council of 
Constanti- 
nople. 


meeting at Ariminum, and deputies from the rival 
parties having similarly been despatched to Con- 
stantius, a conference had taken place at a city 
called Nice or Nicea, in the neighbourhood of 
Hadrianople, and an emendated creed adopted, in 
which, not only the Semi-arian safeguard of the 
Kara Tavra was omitted, and the Ousia condemned, 
but even the word Hypostasis also, on the ground 
of its being a refinement on Scripture. So much 
had been already gained by the influence of 
Valens, when the arrival of Acacius at Constanti- 
nople, gave fresh activity to the Eusebian party. 

A Council was summoned of the neighbouring 
Bishops, principally of those of Bithynia. Con- 
stantius was easily persuaded to believe of Basil, 
what had before been asserted of Athanasius, that 
he was the impediment to the settlement of the 
question, and the tranquillity of the Church. 
Various charges of a civil and ecclesiastical nature 
were alleged against him and other Semi-arians, as 
formerly against Athanasius, with what degree of 
truth it is impossible at this day to determine; and 
a sentence of deposition was issued against them. 
Cyril of Jerusalem, Eleusius of Cyzicus, Eustathius 
of Sebaste, and Macedonius of Constantinople, were 
in the number of those who suffered with Basil; 
Macedonius being succeeded by Eudoxius, who, 
being thus seated in the first see of the East, 
became the principal stay of Arianism under the 
Kmperor Valens. 
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This triumph of the Eusebian party took place cnap. rv. 
in the beginning of a. p. 360; by which time the secr.w. 
Council of Ariminum had been brought to a con-- 
clusion. To it we must now turn our attention. 

The Latin Council had commenced its delibera- Council of 
tions, before the Orientals had assembled atSeleucia ; 
yet it did not bring them to a close till the end of 
the year. The struggle between the Eusebians and 
their opponents had been so much the more stub- 
born in the West, in proportion as the latter were 
more numerous there, and further removed from 
Arianism, and Valens more unscrupulous and armed 
with fuller powers. Four hundred Bishops were 
collected at Ariminum, of whom but eighty were 
Arians; and the civil officer, to whom Constantius 
had committed the superintendence of their pro- 
ceedings, had orders not to let them stir out of 
the city, till they should agree upon a confession of 
faith. At the opening of the Council, Valens, 
Ursacius, Germinius, Auxentius, Caius, and De- 
mophilus, the Imperial Commissioners, had_pre- 
sented to the assembly the formula of the xara 
Tavra Oporov, agreed upon in the preliminary con- 
ference at Sirmium; and demanded, that, putting 
aside all strange and mysterious terms of theology, 
it should be at once adopted by the assembled 
Fathers. They had received for answer, that the 
Latins determined to adhere to the formulary of 
Nicza; and that, as a first step in their present de- 
liberations, it was necessary that all present should 
forthwith anathematize all heresies and innovations, 
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beginning with that of Arius. On their refusal, 
they had been promptly condemned and deposed ; 
and a deputation of ten was sent from the Council 
to Constantius, to acquaint him with the result of 
its deliberations. The issue of this mission to the 
Court, to which Valens opposed one from his own 
party, has been already related. Constantius, 
with a view of wearing out the Latin Fathers, pre- 
tended that the barbarian war required his imme- 
diate attention, and delayed the consideration of 
the question till the beginning of October, several 
months after the opening of the Council; and then, 
frightening the Catholic commissioners into com- 
pliance, he effected at Nice the adoption of the 
Homeean creed, and sent it back to Ariminum. 
The termination of the Council there assembled 
was disgraceful to its members, but more so to the 
Emperor himself. Distressed by their long con- 
finement, impatient at their absence from their 
respective dioceses, and apprehensive of the ap- 
proaching winter, they began to waver. At first, 
indeed, they refused to communicate with their 
own apostate deputies; but these, almost in self- 
defence, were active and successful in bringing 
over others to their new opinions. A threat was 
held out by Taurus, the Pretorian Prefect, who 
superintended the discussions, that fifteen of the 
most obstinate should be sent into banishment; and 
Valens was importunate in the use of such argu- 
ments and explanations, as were likely to effect his 
object. The Prefect conjured them with tears to 
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abandon an unfruitful obstinacy, to reflect on the cuap. rv. 
length of their past confinement, the discomfort of sect. vw. 
their situation, the rigors of the winter, and to — 
consider, that there was but one possible termination 
of the difficulty, which lay with themselves, not 
with him. Valens, on the other hand, affirmed 
that the Eastern Bishops had abandoned the Ousia; 
and he demanded of those who still stood their 
ground, what objection they could make to the 
Scriptural creed proposed to them, and whether, 
for the sake of a word, they would be the authors 
of a schism between Eastern and Western Christ- 
endom. He affirmed, that the danger apprehended 
by the Catholics was but chimerical; that he and 
his party condemned Arius and Arianism as strongly 
as themselves, and were only desirous of avoiding 
a word, which confessedly is not in Scripture, and 
had in past time been productive of much scandal. 
Then, to put his sincerity to the proof, he began 
with a loud voice to anathematize the maintainers 
of the Arian blasphemies in succession; and he 
concluded by declaring, that he believed the Word 
to be God, begotten of God before all time, and 
not in the number of the creatures, and that who- 
ever should say that He was a creature as others, 
was anathema. The foregoing history of the heresy 
has sufficiently explained how the Arians evaded 
the force of these strong declarations; but the 
inexperienced Latins did uot detect their insin- 
_cerity. Satisfied, and glad to be released, they gave 
up the Homoousion, and signed the formula of the 
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cuap. tv. Homoion ; and scarcely had they separated, when 

secr.v. Valens, as might be expected, boasted of his 
victory, arguing that the faith of Nicaea had been . 
condemned by the very circumstance of his being 
allowed to confess, that the Son was ‘‘ not a crea- 
ture as others,” and so to imply, that, though not 
like other creatures, still He was created. Thus. 
ended this celebrated Council; the result of which 
is well characterized in the lively description of 
Jerome: ‘‘Ingemuit totus orbis, et Arianum se 


9 


esse miratus est.” 
Triumph of In the proceedings attendant on the Councils of 
nl aaa Seleucia and Ariminum, the Eusebians had skilfully 
and Ano- gained two important objects, by means of unim- 
ws” portant concessions on their part. They had sacri- 
ficed Aetius and his Anomoion; and effected in 
exchange the disgrace of the Semi-arians as well 
as of the Catholics, and: the establishment of the 
Homoion, the truly characteristic symbol of a 
party, who, as caring little for the sense of Scrip- 
ture, found an excuse and an indulgence of their 
unconcern, in a pretended maintenance of the letter. 
As to the wretched mountebank just mentioned, 
whose profaneness was so abominable, as to obtain 
for him the title of the Atheist, he was formally 
condemned in the Constantinopolitan Council (a. p. 
360), in which the Semi-arian Basil, Macedonius, 
and their associates, had been deposed. During 
the discussions which attended it, Eleusius, one of 
the latter party, laid before the Emperor an Ano- - 
moean creed, which he ascribed to Eudoxius. 
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The latter, when questioned, disowned it; and cuapr. tv. 
named Aetius as its author, who was immediately s#¢7- ¥- 


summoned. Introduced into the Imperial presence, 
he was unable to divine, in spite of his natural 
acuteness, whether the Emperor was pleased or dis- 
pleased with the composition; and, hazarding an 
acknowledgment of it, he drew down on himself 
the full indignation of Constantius, who banished 
him into Cilicia, and obliged his patron Eudoxius 
to anathematize both the confession in question, 
and all the positions of the pure Arian heresy. 
Such was the fall of Aetius, at the time of the 
triumph of the Eusebians ; but soon afterwards he 
was promoted to the episcopate, (under what circum- 
stances is unknown,) and was favourably noticed, 
as a former friend of Gallus, by the Emperor 
Julian, who gave him a territory in the Island of 
Mitelene. 


Eunomius, his disciple, escaped the jealousy of Council of 


Constantius through the good offices of Eudoxius, 
and was advanced to the Bishoprick of Cyzicus ; 
but, being impatient of dissimulation, he soon fell 
into disgrace, and was banished. The death of the 
Emperor took place at the end of a. p. 361; his 
last acts evincing a further approximation to the 
unmitigated heresy of Arius. At a Council held 
at Antioch in the course of that year, he sanctioned 
the Anomcean doctrine in its most revolting form ; 
and shortly before his decease, received the sacra- 
_ ment of baptism from Euzoius, the personal friend 
and original associate of Arius himself. 
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SECTION I. 


THE QUESTION OF THE ARIANIZERS. 


CHAP. V. THE accession of Julian was followed by a general 


SECT. I. 


restoration of the banished Bishops; and all eyes 
throughout Christendom were at once turned to- 
wards Alexandria, as the Church, which, by its 
sufferings and its indomitable spirit, had claim to 
be the arbiter of doctrine, and the guarantee of 
peace to the Catholic world. Athanasius, as the 
story goes, was, on the death of his persecutor, 
suddenly found on his episcopal throne in one of 
the Churches of Alexandria’; a legend, happily 
expressive of the unwearied activity and almost 
ubiquity of that extraordinary man, who, while a 
price was set on his head, mingled unperceived in 
the proceedings at Seleucia and Ariminum, and 
directed the movements of his fellow-labourers by 
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his writings, when he was debarred the exercise of cnap. v. 
his dexterity in debate, and his persuasive energy in s®c™- 
private conversation. He was soon joined by his = 
fellow-exile, Eusebius of Vercelle; Lucifer, who 

had journeyed with the latter from the Upper 
Thebaid, on his return to the West, having left 

him for Antioch on business which will presently 

be explained. Meanwhile, no time was lost in 
holding a Council at Alexandria (a.p. 362), on the 
general state of the Church. 

The object of Julian in recalling the banished Robey os 
Bishops, was the renewal of those dissensions, by see 
means of toleration, which Constantius had endea- from exile. 
voured to terminate by force. He knew these pre- 
lates to be of various opinions, Semi-arians, Mace- 
donians, Anomceans, as well as orthodox; and, 
determining to be neuter himself, he waited with 
the satisfaction of an Eclectic for the event ; being 
persuaded, that Christianity could not withstand 
the shock of parties, not less discordant, and far more 
zealous, than the sects of philosophy. It is even 
said that he ‘‘ invited to his palace the leaders of 
the hostile sects, that he might enjoy the agreeable 
spectacle of their furious encounters’.”’ But, in 
indulging such anticipations of overthrowing Chris- 
tianity, he but displayed his own ignorance of the 
foundation, on which it was built. It could scarcely 
be conceived, that an unbeliever, educated among 


heretics, would understand the vigour and inde- 
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cuap. v. structibility of the true Christian spirit; and Julian 
seer. fell into the error, to which in all ages men of the 
~ world are exposed, of mistaking whatever shows 
itself on the surface of the Apostolic Community, its 
prominences and irregularities, all that is extrava- 
gant, and all that is transitory, for the real moving 
principle and life of the system. It is trying times 
which manifest the saints of God; but they live 
notwithstanding, and support the Church in their 
generation, though they remain in their obscurity. 
In the days of Arianism, indeed, they were in their 
measure, revealed to the world; still to such as 
Julian, they were unavoidably unknown, both in 
respect to their numbers and their divine excellence. 
The thousand of silent believers, who worshipped 
in spirit and in truth, were obscured by the tens 
and twenties of the various heretical factions, whose 
clamorous addresses besieged the Imperial Court ; 
and Athanasius would be pourtrayed to his imagi- 
nation after the picture of his own preceptor, the 
time-serving and unscrupulous Eusebius. The 
event of his experiment refuted the opinion which 
led to it. The impartial toleration of all religious 
persuasions, malicious as was its intent, did but 
contribute to the ascendancy of the right faith ; 
that faith, which is the only true aliment of the 
human mind, which can be held as a principle as 
well as an opinion, and which influences the heart 

to suffer and to labour for its sake. 
Council of Of the subjects which engaged the notice of the 


Alexandria. 


Alexandrian Council, two only need here be men- 
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tioned ; the treatment to be pursued towards the cuar. y. 
bishops, who had arianized in the reign of Constan- seer. 
tius, and the settlement of the theological sense of = 
the word Hypostasis. And here, of the former of 

these. 

Instances have already occurred, of the line of parent 
conduct pursued by Athanasius in ecclesiastical 
matters. Deliberate apostacy and systematic he- 
resy, were the objects of his implacable opposition ; 
but in his behaviour towards individuals, and in his 
judgment of the inconsistent, whether in conduct 
or creed, he evinces an admirable tenderness and 
forbearance. Not only did he reluctantly abandon 
his associate, the unfortunate Marcellus, on his 
sabellianizing, but he even makes favourable notice 
of the Semi-arians, hostile to him both in word and 
deed, who rejected the orthodox test, and had con- 
firmed against him personally at Philippopolis, the 
verdict of the commission at the Mareotis. When 
prelates of his own party, as Liberius of Rome, were 
induced to excommunicate him, far from resenting 
it, he speaks of them with a temper and candour, 
which, as displayed in the heat of controversy, evi- 
dences an enlarged prudence, to say nothing of 
Christian charity '. It is this union of opposite ex- 
cellences, firmness with discrimination and discre- 
tion, which is the characteristic praise of Athana- 
sius ; as well as of several of his predecessors in the 


‘ Athan. de Syn. 41. Apol. contr. Arian. 89. Hist. Arian. ad 
Monach. 41, 42. 
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See of Alexandria. The hundred years, preceding 
his episcopate, had given scope to the enlightened 
zeal of Dionysius, and the patient resoluteness of 
Alexander. On the other hand, when we look 
around at the other more conspicuous champions of 
orthodoxy of his time, much as we must revere and 
bless their memory, yet as regards this maturity 
and completeness of character, they are far inferior 
to Athanasius. The noble-minded Hilary was in- 
temperate in his language, and assailed Constan- 
tius with an asperity unbecoming a dutiful subject. 
The fiery Bishop of Cagliari, exemplary as is his 
self-devotion, so openly showed his desire for mar- 
tyrdom, as tolead the Emperor to exercise towards 
him a contemptuous forbearance. Eusebius of Ver- 
celle negociated in the Councils, with a subtlety 
bordering on Arian insincerity. From these defi- 
ciencies of character Athanasius was exempt; and 
on the occasion, which has given rise to these re- 
marks, he had especial need of the combination of 
gifts, which has made his name immortal in the 
Church. 

The question of the arianizing bishops was one 
of much difficulty. They were in possession of 
the Churches ; and, could not be deposed, if at all, 
without the risk of a permanent schism. It is evi- 
dent, moreover, from the foregoing narrative, how 
many had been betrayed into an approval of the 
Arian opinions, without understanding or acting 
upon them. This was particularly the case in the 
West ; where threats and ill-usage, had been more 
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or less substituted for those fallacies, which the 
Latin language scarcely admitted. And even in 
the remote Greek Churches, there was much of 
that devout and unsuspecting simplicity, which was 
the easy sport of the supercilious sophistry of the 
Arians. This was the case with the father of Gre- 
gory Nazianzen; who, being persuaded to receive 
the Acacian confession of Constantinople, (a.p. 
359, 360,) on the ground of its unmixed scriptural- 
ness, found himself suddenly deserted by a large 
portion of his flock, and was extricated from the 
charge of heresy, only by the dexterity of his 
learned son. Indeed, to many of the arianizing 
bishops, may be applied the remarks, which Hilary 
makes upon the laity subjected to Arian teaching ; 
that their own piety enabled them to interpret ex- 
pressions religiously, which were originally in- 
vented as evasions of the orthodox doctrine’. 

And even in parts of the East, where a clear 
perception of the difference between truth and error 
existed, it must have been an extreme difficulty to 
such of the orthodox as lived among Arians, to de- 
termine, in what way best to accomplish duties, 
which were in opposition to each other. The same 
obligation of Christian unity, which was the apo- 
logy for the laity, who remained, as at Antioch, in 
communion with an Arian bishop, would lead to a 
similar recognition of his authority by his brother- 


1 “ Sanctiores sunt aures plebis,” he says, ‘ quam corda sacer- 


dotum.” Bull. Defens. epilog. 
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bishops, who were ecclesiastically subordinate to 
him. Thus Cyril of Jerusalem, who was in no 
sense an Anomcean or Eusebian, received conse- 
cration from the hands of his metropolitan Acacius ; 
and St. Basil, surnamed the Great, the vigorous 
champion of orthodoxy against the Emperor Va- 
lens, attended the Council of Constantinople (a. p. 
359, 360), as a deacon, in the train of his name- 
sake Basil, the leader of the Semi-arians. 

On the other hand, it was scarcely safe to leave 
the deliberate heretic in possession of his spiritual 
power. Many bishops too were but the creatures of 
the times, raised up from the lowest of the peo- 
ple, and deficient in the elementary qualifications 
of learning and sobriety. Even those, who had 
but conceded to the violence of others, were the 
objects of a just suspicion ; since, frankly as they 
now joined the Athanasians, they had already 
shown as much interest and reliance in the oppo- 
site party. 

Swayed by these latter considerations, some of 


coneeming the assembled prelates advocated the adoption of 


them. 


harsh measures towards the Arianizers, consider- 
ing that their deposition was due both to the in- 
jured dignity, and to the safety of the Catholic 
Church. Athanasius, however, proposed more 
temperate measures ; and his influence was sufh- 
cient to triumph over the excitement of mind which 
commonly accompanies a deliverance from perse- 
cution. A decree was passed, that such bishops as 
had communicated with the Arians through weak- 
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ness or surprise, should be recognised in their re- cuap. v. 
spective sees, on their signing the Nicene formu- ‘07 
lary ; but that those, who had publicly defended 
the heresy, should only be admitted to lay-com- 
munion. No act could evince more clearly than 
this, that it was no party interest, but the ascen- 
dancy of the orthodox doctrine itself, which was 
the aim of the Athanasians. They allowed the 
power of the Church to remain in the hands of men 
indifferent to the interests of themselves, on their 
return to that faith, which they had denied through 
fear ; and their ability to force on the Arianizers 
this condition, evidences what they might have 
done, had they chosen to make an appeal against 
the more culpable of them to the clergy and laity 
of their respective churches, and to create and send 
out bishops to supply their places. But they de- 
sired peace, as soon as the interests of truth were 
secured; and their magnanimous decision was 
forthwith adopted by Councils held at Rome, in 
Spain, Gaul, and Achaia. The state of Asia was sag 
less satisfactory. The fortunes of the Church of the East. 
Antioch will immediately engage our attention, Of Syria. 
Phrygia and the Proconsulate were in the hands of Of Asia 
the Semi-arians and Macedonians; Thrace and 
Bithynia, controlled by the Imperial Metropolis, ie 
were the strong-hold of the Eusebian or pure Arian 
faction. 

The history of the Church of Antioch affords an The Church 
illustration of the general disorders of the East at 
this period, and of the intention of the sanative 
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measure passed at Alexandria respecting them. 
Eustathius, its Bishop, one of the principal Nicene 
champions, had been an early victim of Eusebian 
malice, being deposed on calumnious charges, 
A.D. 331. A series of Arian prelates succeeded ; 
some of whom, Stephen, Leontius, and Eudoxius, 
have been commemorated in the foregoing pages. 
The Catholics of Antioch had disagreed among 
themselves, how to act under these circumstances. 
Some, both clergy and laity, refusing the commu- 
nion of heretical teachers, had holden together for 
the time, as a distinct body, till the cause of truth 
should regain its natural supremacy ; while others 
had admitted the usurping succession, which the 
Imperial will forced upon the Church. When 
Athanasius passed through Antioch on his return 
from his second exile (a. p. 348), he had acknow- 
ledged the seceders, from a respect for their ortho- 
doxy, and for the rights of clergy and laity in the 
election of a bishop. Yet it cannot be denied, that 
men of zeal and boldness were found among the 
Arianizers. Two laymen, Flavian and Diodorus, 
protested with spirit against the heterodoxy of the 
crafty Leontius, and kept alive an orthodox party 
in the midst of the Eusebian communion. 

On the translation of Eudoxius to Constantinople, 
the year before the death of Constantius, an accident 
occurred, which, skilfully improved, might have 
healed the incipient schism among the Trinitarians. 
Scarcely had Meletius, the new prelate of the Eu- 
sebians, taken possession of his see, when he con- 
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formed to the Catholic faith. History describes 
him as gifted with remarkable sweetness and bene- 
volence of disposition. Men thus characterized are 
often deficient in sensibility, in their practical judg- 
ment of heresy ; which they abhor indeed in the 
abstract, yet countenance in the case of their 
friends, from a false charitableness; which leads 
them, not merely to hope the best, but to overlook 
the guilt of opposing the truth, where the fact is 
undeniable. Meletius had been brought up in 
the communion of the Arians; a misfortune, in 
which nearly all the Oriental Christians of his day 
were involved. Being considered as one of their 
party, he had been promoted by them to the see of 
Sebaste, in Armenia ; but, taking offence at the con- 
duct of his flock, he had retired to Bercea, in Syria. 
During the residence of the Court at Antioch, 
A.D. 361, the election of the new prelate of that 
see came on; and the choice of both Arians and 
Arianizing orthodox fell on Meletius. Acacius was 
the chief mover in this business. He had lately 
established the principle of liberalism at Constan- 
tinople, where a condemnation had been passed on 
the use of words not found in Scripture, in confes- 
sions of faith; and he could scarcely have selected 
a more suitable instrument, as it appeared, of ex- 
tending its influence, than a prelate, who united 
purity of life and amiableness of temper, to a seem- 
ing indifference to the distinctions between doc- 
trinal truth and error. 

On the new Patriarch’s arrival at Antioch, he 

ce 
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cHap.y. was escorted by the court bishops, and his own 
scot. clergy and laity, to the cathedral. Desirous of 


solemnising the occasion, the Emperor himself had 
condescended to give the text, on which the assem- 
bled prelates were to comment. It was the cele- 
brated passage from the Proverbs, in which Origen 
has piously detected, and the Arians perversely 
stifled, the great article of our faith; ‘‘ the Lord 
hath created [possessed] Me in the beginning of 
His ways, before His works of old.” George 
of Laodicea, who, on the departure of Eudoxius, 
had rejoined the Eusebians, opened the discussion 
with a dogmatic explanation of the words. Acacius 
followed with that ambiguity of language, which 
was the characteristic of his school. At length the 
Patriarch arose, and to the surprise of the as- 
sembly, with a subdued manner, and in measured | 
words, avoiding indeed the Nicene Homoousion, 
but accurately fixing the meaning of his expressions, 
confessed the true Catholic tenet, so long exiled 
from the throne and altars of Antioch. A scene 
followed, such as might be expected from the ex- 
citable temper of the Orientals. The congregation 
received his discourse with shouts of joy ; when 
the Arian archdeacon of the church running up, 
placed his hand before his mouth to prevent his 
speaking ; on which Meletius thrust out his hand 
in sight of the people, and raising first three fin- 
gers, and then one, symbolized the great truth 
which he was unable to utter’. The consequences 
1 Soz. iv. 28. 
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of this bold confession might be expected. Mele- 
tius was banished, and a fresh prelate appointed, 
Euzoius, the friend of Arius. But an important 
advantage resulted to the orthodox cause by this 
occurrence ; the Catholics and heretics were no 
longer united in one communion, and the latter 
were thrown more into the position of schismatics, 
who had rejected their own bishop. Such was the 
state of things, when the death of Constantius occa- 
sioned the return of Meletius, and the convocation 
of the Council of Alexandria, in which his case was 
considered. 

The course to be pursued in this matter by the 
general Church was evident. There were now in 
Antioch, besides the heretical party, two commu- 
nions professing orthodoxy, of which the Protestant 
body was without a head, Eustathius having died 
some years before. It was the obvious duty of the 
Council, to recommend the Eustathians to recognize 
Meletius, and to join his communion, whatever 
original intrusion there might be in the episcopal 
succession from which he received his orders, and 
whatever might have been his own previous errors 
of doctrine. The general principle of restoration, 
which they had made the rule of their conduct 
towards the Arianizers, led them to this. Accord- 
ingly, a commission was appointed to proceed to 
Antioch, and to exert their endeavours to bring the 
dissension to a happy termination. 

Their charitable intentions, however, had been 
already frustrated by the unfortunate interference 

cece 
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of Lucifer. This Latin Bishop, strenuous in con- 
tending for the faith, had little of the knowledge 
of human nature, or of the dexterity in negociation, 
necessary for the management of so delicate a point, 
as that which he had taken upon himself to settle. 
He had gone straight to Antioch, when Eusebius 
of Vercelle proceeded to Alexandria; and, on the 
Alexandrian commission arriving at the former city, 
the mischief was done, and the mediation ineffec- 
tual. Indulging, instead of overcoming, the natural 
reluctance of the Eustathians to submit to Meletius, 
Lucifer had been induced, with the assistance of 
two others, to consecrate a separate head for their 
communion, and by so doing re-animate a dissen- 
tion, which had run its course and was dying of 
itself. The result of this indiscretion was the rise 
of an additional, instead of the termination of the 
existing schism. Eusebius, who was at the head 
of the commission, retired from Antioch in disgust. 
Lucifer, offended at becoming the object of cen- 
sure, separated first from Eusebius, and at length 
from all who acknowledged the conforming Arian- 
izers. He founded a sect, which was called after 
his name, and lasted about fifty years. 

As to the schism at Antioch, it was not termi- 
nated till the time of Chrysostom. Athanasius 
and the Egyptian Churches continued in commu- 
nion with the Eustathians. Much as they had 
desired and exerted themselves for a reconciliation 
between the parties, they could not but recognize, 
while it existed, that body which had all along 
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suffered and laboured with themselves. And cer- 
tainly the intercourse, which Meletius held with 
the unprincipled Acacius, in the Antiochene Coun- 
cil the following year, was not adapted to make 
them repent their determination '. The Occidentals 
and the Churches of Cyprus followed their exam- 
ple. The Eastern Christians, on the contrary, 
having for the most part themselves arianized, 
took part with the Meletians. At length St. Chry- 
sostom successfully exerted his influence with the 
Egyptian and Western Christians in behalf of 
Flavian, the successor of Meletius; a prelate, it 
must be admitted, of unsatisfactory character, 
though he had acted a bold part with Diodorus, 
afterwards Bishop of Tarsus, in resisting the in- 
sidious attempts of Leontius to secularize the 


Church. 


SECTION II. 


THE QUESTION OF THE HYPOSTASIS, 


Tue Council of Alexandria was also concerned 
in determining a doctrinal question ; and here too 
it exercised a virtual mediation between the rival 
parties in the Antiochene Church. 

The word Person, which we venture to use in 
speaking of those three distinct manifestations of 


’ Besides, it seems that Meletius refused to communicate with 
Athanasius. vit. s. Basil. p. cix. ed. Benedict. 
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cnap. v. Himself, which it has pleased Almighty God to give 
sect... us, 18 In its philosophical sense too wide for our 
~ meaning. Its essential signification, as applied to 
ourselves, is that of an individual intelligent agent, 
answering to the Greek trdcracic, or reality. On 
the other hand, if we restrict it to its etymological 
sense of persona or mpdcwmov, i. e. character, it 
evidently means less than the Scripture doctrine, 
which we wish to ascertain by it; denoting merely 
certain outward expressions of the Supreme Being 
relatively to ourselves, which are of an accidental 
and variable nature. The statements of Revelation 
then le between this internal and external view of 
the Divine Essence, between Tritheism, and what is 
popularly called Unitarianism. 
expressed In the choice of difficulties, then, between words 
fae Per. which say too much and too little, the Latins, look- 
ae ing at the popular and practical side of the doctrine, 
selected a term expressive of the external and de- 
fective notion of the Son and Spirit, and called 
Them Persone, or (literally) Characters ; with no 
intention, however, of infringing on the doctrine of 
Their completeness and reality, as distinct from the 
Father, but aiming at the whole truth, as nearly as 
bythe their language would permit. The Greeks, on the 
Beau, other hand, with their instinctive anxiety for philo- 
sophical accuracy of expression, secured the notion 
of Their existence in Themselves, by calling them 
Hypostases or Realities ; for which they considered, 
with some reason, that they had the sanction of 
the Apostle. (Heb. i. 3.) Moreover, they were led 
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to insist upon this internal view of the doctrine, by cuap. v. 
the prevalence of Sabellianism in the East in the secr. 1. 
third century ; aheresy, which professed to resolve 
the distinction of the Three Persons, into a mere 
distinction of character. Hence the prominence 
given to the rpsic vrocracac, (the Three Realities, ) in 

the creeds of the Semi-arians, (e. g. Lucian’s and 
Basil’s, a.p. 8341—358,) who were the especial an- 
tagonists of Sabellius, Marcellus, Photinus, and 
kindred heretics. It was this praiseworthy jealousy 

of the Sabellians, which obliged the Greeks to lay 

stress upon the doctrine of the évutocraroc éoyoc, 

(the Word in real existence), lest the bare use of 

the terms, Word, Voice, Power, Wisdom, and 
Radiance, in designating our Lord, should lead to 

a forgetfulness of His Personality. At the same 

time, the word ovsia (substance) was adopted by 
them, to express the simple individuality of the Di- 

vine Nature, to which the Greeks, as scrupulously 

as the Latins, referred the separate Personalities of 

the Son and Spirit. 

Thus the two great divisions of Christendom, consequent 
rested satisfied each with its own theology, agree- viandioehe 
ing in doctrine, though differing in the expression ease 
of it. But, when the course of the detestable con- 
troversy, which Arius had raised, introduced the 
Latins to the phraseology of the Greeks, accus- 
tomed to the word Persona, they were startled at 
the doctrine of the Three Hypostases ; a term, which 
they could not translate except by the word sub- 
stantia, and therefore considered synonymous with 
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cnap. v. the Greek ovsia, and which, in matter of fact, had 
sscr. 1. Jed to Arianism on the one hand, and Tritheism on 
the other. And the Orientals, on their part, were 
suspicious of the Latin maintenance of the One 
Hypostasis, and Three Persone ; as if such a for- 
mula tended to Sabellianism. 
Dificulies ‘This is but a general account of the difference 
tory. between the Eastern and Western theology ; for it 
is difficult to ascertain, when. the language of the 
Greeks first became fixed and consistent. Some 
eminent critics have considered, that ovota was not 
discriminated from izdéoruste, till the Council which 
has given rise to these remarks. Others mainiain, 
that the distinction between them is recognized in 
the && ovclag fj broctacewe of the Nicene Anathema ; 
and these certainly have the authority of St. Basil 
on their side'. Without attempting an opinion on 
a point, obscure in itself, and not of chief import- 
ance in the controversy, the existing difference be- 
tween the Greeks and Latins, at the times of the 
Alexandrian Council, shall here be stated. 
Usage of At this date, the formula of the Three Hypostases 
at the date Seems, as a matter of fact, to have been more or 
pineal less a characteristic of the Arians. At the same 
time, it was held by the orthodox of Asia, who had 
communicated with them; i. e. interpreted by them, 
of course, in the orthodox sense which it now bears. 
This will account for St. Basil’s explanation of the 


Nicene Anathema ; it being natural in an Asiatic 


* Vid. Petav. Theol. Dogm. tom. ii. lib. iv. Bull. Defens. 
Fid, Nic. 
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Christian, who seems (unavoidably) to have arian- 
ized' for the first thirty years of his life, to imagine, 
(whether rightly or not,) that he perceived in it the 
distinction between ovsia and iméoracie, which he 
himself had been accustomed to recognize. Again, 
in the schism at Antioch, which has been lately 
narrated, the party of Meletius, which had so long 
arianized, maintained the Three Hypostases, in op- 
position to the Eustathians, who, as a body, agreed 
with the Latins, and had in consequence been ac- 
cused by the Arians of Sabellianism. Moreover, 
this connexion of the Oriental orthodox with the 
Semi-arians, partly accounts for some apparent 
tritheisms of the former ; a heresy, into which the 
latter certainly did fall *. 

Athanasius, on the other hand, without caring 
to be uniform in his use of terms, about which the 
orthodox differed, favours the Latin usage, speak- 
ing of the Supreme Being as one Hypostasis, 1. e. 
substance. And in this he differed from the pre- 
vious writers of his own Church ; who, not having 
experience of the Latin theology, nor of the perver- 
sions of Arianism, adopt, not only the word tréara- 

‘i.e, Semi-arianized. 

* Petay. i. fin. iv. 13.§ 3. The illustration of three men, as 
being under the same nature, (which is the ground of the accusa- 
tion which some writers have brought against Gregory Nyssen 
and others, vid. Cudw. iv. 86. p. 597. 601. &c. Petav. iv. 7. 
and 10. Gibbon, ch. xxi.) was but an illustration of a particular 
point in the doctrine, and directed against the Erepovardrne of the 
Arians. It is no evidence of tritheism. vid Petav. iv. 13. § 6— 


.16. and tom. i. ii. 4. 
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cic, but, (what is stronger, )the words gtote and oveta, 
to denote the separate Personality of the Son and 
Spirit. 

As to the Latins, it is said that, when Hosius 
came to Alexandria before the Nicene Council, he 
was desirous that some explanation should be made 
about the Hypostasis; though nothing was settled . 
in consequence. But, soon after the Council of 
Sardica, an addition was made to its confession, 
which in Theodoret runs as follows: ‘‘ Whereas 
the heretics maintain that the Hypostases of Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost, are distinct and separate, 
we declare that according to the Catholic faith there 
is but one Hypostasis, (which they call Ousia,) of 
the Three ; and the Hypostasis of the Son is the 
same as the Father’s?.” 

Such was the state of the controversy, if it may 
so be called, at the time of the Alexandrian Coun- 
cil; the Church of Antioch being, as it were, the 
stage, upon which the two parties in dispute were 
represented, the Meletians siding with the orthodox 
of the East, and the Eustathians with those of the 
West. The Council, however, instead of taking 
part with either, determined, in accordance with 
the writings of Athanasius himself, that, since the 
question merely related to the usage of words, it 
was expedient to allow Christians to understand 
the Hypostasis in one or other sense indifferently. 
The document which conveys its decision, informs 


1Theod. Hist. ii. 8. 
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us of the grounds of it. ‘If any propose to add cuap.v. 
explanations to the Creed of Nica, (says the scr 1 


Synodal letter,) silence such persons, and rather 


persuade them to study to be peaceable ; for we 
ascribe such conduct to nothing short of a love of 
controversy. Some offence having been given by 
a declaration on the part of certain persons, that 
there are Three Hypostases, and it having been 
urged that this language is not scriptural, and 
for that reason suspicious, we desired that the 
inquiry might not be pushed beyond the Nicene 
Confession. At the same time, in order to put an 
end to the controversy, we questioned them, whe- 
ther they spoke, as the Arians, of Hypostases foreign 
and dissimilar to each other, and distinct in sub- 
stance, each independent and separate in itself, as 
in the case of individual creatures, or the offspring 
of man, or, as gold differs in substance from silver, 
and both from brass; or, again, as other heretics, 
of Three Principles, and Three Gods. In answer, 
they solemnly assured us, that they neither said 
nor had imagined any such thing. On our inquir- 
ing, ‘In what sense then do you say this, or why 
do you at all use such expressions?’ they answered, 
‘Because we believe in the Holy Trinity, not as 
a Trinity in name only, but in truth and reality 
(ipeorwoav). We acknowledge the Father truly 
and really such, and likewise the Son and the Holy 
Spirit, (uidv adnbee evodatov Ovra Kal UpEcTwra, Kal TrEv- 
fea @yvov UpeoToe Kal umapyov).” They said too, that 
they had not spoken of Three Gods, or Three Princi- 


‘ 
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cuap. v. ples, nor would tolerate the statement or notion of 


sect. it; but acknowledged a Trinity indeed, but only 


One Godhead, and One Principle, and the Son con- 
substantial with the Father, as the Council de- 
clared, and the Holy Spirit, not a creature, nor 
separate, but essential to and indivisible from, the 
substance of the Son and the Father. 

‘‘ This explanation of the expressions in ques- 
tion, and the reasons for their use, seeming satis- 
factory, we next examined the other party, who 
were accused by the above-mentioned as holding 
but One Hypostasis, whether their sentiments coin- 
cided with those of the Sabellians, in destroying the 
real existence of the Son and Holy Spirit. They 
were as earnest as the others could be, in denying 
both the statement and thought of such a doctrine ; 
‘but we use vrocranc,’ they said, ‘considering it 
means the same as ovoia (substance), and we hold 
that there is but one, because the Son is from the 
ovoia (substance) of the Father, and because Their 
nature is one and the same; for we believe, as in 
One Godhead, so in the unity of God’s nature, and 
not that the Father’s is one, and that the Son’s is 
another, and the Holy Ghost’s another.’ It ap- 
peared then, that both those, who were accused of 
holding Three Hypostases, agreed with the other 
party, and those, who spoke of one Substance, pro- 
fessed the doctrine of the former in the sense of 
their interpretation ; by both was Arius anathema- 
tized as an enemy of Christ, Sabellius and Paulus of 
Samosata as impious, Valentinus and Basileides as 
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strangers to the truth, Manicheeus, as an originator cuap. v. 
of wicked doctrines. And, after these explana- scr. u. 
tions, all, by God’s grace, unanimously agreed, 
that such expressions were not so desirable or accu- 
rate as the Nicene creed, the words of which they 
promised for the future to acquiesce in and to use.” 

Plain as was this statement, and natural as the subsequent 


fortunes of 


decision resulting from it, yet it could scarcely be the ques- 
expected to find acceptance in a city, where recent "™ 
events had increased dissensions of long standing. 
In providing the injured and zealous Eustathians 
with an ecclesiastical head, Lucifer had, under ex- 
isting circumstances, administered a stimulant to 
the throbbings and festerings of the baser passions 
of human nature, passions, which it requires the 
strong exertion of Christian magnanimity and cha- 
rity to overcome. The Meletians, on the other 
hand, recognized as they were by the Oriental 
Church as a legitimate branch of itself, were in the 
position of an establishment, and so exposed to the 
temptation of disdaining those, whom the surround- 
ing Churches considered as schismatics. How far 
each party was in fault, we are not able to deter- 
mine; but blame lay somewhere, for the contro- 
versy about the Hypostasis, verbal as it was, be- 
came the characteristic of the quarrel between 
them, and only ended, when the Eustathians were 
finally absorbed by the larger and more powerful 
body. 
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Tux second Gicumenical Council was held at Con- 
stantinople, a. p. 381—383. It is celebrated in 
the history of theology for its condemnation of the 
Macedonians, who, separating the Holy Spirit from 
the unity of the Father and Son, implied or in- 
ferred that He was a creature. <A brief account of 
it is here added in its ecclesiastical aspect; the 
doctrine itself, to which it formally bore witness, 
having been incidentally discussed in the second 
chapter of this volume. 

Eight years before the date of this Council, Atha- 
nasius had been taken to his rest. After a life of: 
contest, prolonged, in spite of the hardships he en- 
countered, beyond the age of seventy years, he fell 
asleep in peaceable possession of the Churches, for 
which he had suffered. The Council of Alexan- 
dria was scarcely concluded, when he was de- 
nounced by Julian, and saved his life by flight or 
concealment. Returning on Jovian’s accession, he 
was for a fifth and last time forced to retreat before 
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the ministers of his Arian successor Valens ; and cnap. v1. 
for four months lay hid in the sanctuary of his 
father’s sepulchre. On a representation being 
made to the new Emperor, even with the con- 
sent of the Arians themselves, he was finally re- 
stored; and so it happened, through the good 
providence of God, that the fury of persecu- 
tion, heavily as it threatened in his last years, 
yet was suspended till his death, when it at 
once burst forth upon the Church with renewed 
vigour. Thus he was permitted to muse over his 
past services, and his prospects of the future ; to 
collect his mind to meet his God, gathering him- 
self up with Jacob on his bed of age, and yielding 
up the ghost peacefully among his children. The 
words of his own comment on the Psalms belong 
to himself. ‘‘ God has promised,” he says, ‘‘ to 
be a wall of fire round about, to those who believe 
in Him. The Apostolic Company knows this, and 
calls on Him to fulfil this promise to its members. 
Thou art my song always! By Thy providence I 
became famous. I was as a marvel unto many ; 
yet not by mine own power had I so high a privi- 
lege. For Thou wert He, who gave me courage 
and zeal through Thine own aid. I have not been 
unmindful of what I was taught; but as I learned, 
so I told to others. Now that I am old and grey- 
headed, forsake me not, until I have showed Thy 
strength unto this generation, and Thy power, 
whereby the strong man was bound, and his goods 
spoiled. These I will show forth ; nor Thy earthly 
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blessings only, but those heavenly blessings too, 
which Thou hast purchased with Thine own 
blood ’.” 

Yet, amid the decay of nature, and the visions of 
coming dissolution, the attention of Athanasius was 
in no wise turned from the active duties of his sta- 
tion. The vigour of his obedience remained una- 
bated; one of his last acts being the excommunica- 
tion of the Governor of Libya, for irregularity of 
life. 

At length, when the Great Confessor was removed, 
the Church sustained a loss, from which it never 
recovered. His resolute resistance of heresy had 
been but one portion of his services ; a more ex- 
cellent praise is due to him, for his charitable skill 
in binding together his brethren in unity. The 
Church of Alexandria was the natural mediator 
between the East and West; and Athanasius had 
well improved the advantages thus committed to 
him. His judicious interposition in the troubles at 
Antioch has lately been described; and the dis- 
sensions between his own Church and Constanti- 
nople, which ensued upon his death, may be taken 
to show, how much the combination of the Catho- 
lics depended on his silent authority. Controver- 
sies were for ever starting into existence among the 
Greek Christians; and the Arian had corrupted 
their spirit, where it had failed to impair their or- 
thodoxy. Disputation superseded faith, and ambi- 
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tion swayed the conduct, in the Eusebian school ; cHap. vi. 
and these evil introductions outlived its day. Pa- == 
tronised by the secular power, the great Churches 
of Christendom conceived a jealousy of each other, 
and gradually fortified themselves in their own 
resources. As Athanasius drew towards his end, 
the task of mediation became more difficult. In 
spite of his desire to keep aloof from party, cireum- 
stances threw him against his will into one of the 
two divisions, which were beginning to discover 
themselves in the Christian world. Even before 
his time, traces appear of a rivalry between the 
Asiatic and Egyptian Churches. The events of 
his own day, developing their differences of cha- 
racter, at the same time connected the latter with 
the Latins. The mistakes of his own friends ob- 
liged him to side with a seeming faction in the 
body of the Antiochene Church ; and, in the schism 
which followed, he found himself in opposition to 
the Catholic communities of Asia Minor and the 
East. Still, though the course of events tended 
to ultimate disruptions in the Catholic Church, his 
personal influence remained unimpaired to the last, 
and enabled him to interpose with good effect in 
the affairs of the East. This is well illustrated by 
a letter addressed to him shortly before his death, 
by St. Basil, who belonged to the contrary party, 
and had then recently been elevated to the exarch- 
ate of Caesarea. It is here inserted, and may serve 
as a sort of valediction in parting with one, who, 
after the Apostles, has been a principal instrument, 
pd 
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cup. vi. by which the sacred truths of Christianity have 


been conveyed and secured to the world. 

Basil's re- “To Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria. The 

Athanasius. more the sicknesses of the Church increase, so 
much the more earnestly do we all turn towards 
thy fulness of grace, persuaded that thy guardian- 
ship is our sole remaining comfort in our difficul- 
ties. By the power of thy prayers, by the wisdom 
of thy counsels, thou art able to carry us through 
this fearful storm ; as all are sure, who have heard 
or made trial of thy gifts ever so little. Wherefore 
cease not both to pray for our souls, and to stir us 
up by thy letters; didst thou know the profit of 
these to us, thou wouldst never let pass an oppor- 
tunity of writing to us. For me, were it vouchsafed 
to me, by the help of thy prayers, once to see thee, 
and to profit by the gifts lodged in thee, and to 
add to the history of my life a meeting with so 
great and apostolical a soul, surely I should con- 
sider myself to have received from the loving mercy 
of God a compensation for all the ills, with which 
my life has ever been afflicted '.” 

State of the The trials of the Church, spoken of by Basil 

reign of in. this letter, were the beginnings of the persecu- 
tion directed against it by the Emperor Valens. 
This prince, who succeeded Jovian in the East, 
had been baptised by Eudoxius; who, from the 
time he became possessed of the see of Constanti- 

nople, was the chief, and soon became the sole, 
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though a powerful, support of the Eusebian faction. cwap. vi. 
He is said to have bound Valens by oath, at the ——— 
time of his baptism, that he would establish Arian- 
ism as the state religion of the East; and thus to 
have prolonged its ascendancy for an additional 
sixteen years after the death of Constantius. At 
the beginning of this period, the heretical party had 
been weakened by the secession of the Semi-arians, 
who had not merely left them, but had joined the 
Catholics. This part of the history affords a strik- 
ing illustration, not only of the gradual influence 
of truth over error, but of the remarkable manner 
in which Divine Providence makes use of error 
itself as a preparation for truth ; i. e. employing the 
lighter forms of it in sweeping away those of a more 
offensive nature. Thus Semi-arianism became the 
bulwark and forerunner of the orthodoxy which it 
opposed. From a.p. 357, the date of the virtually 
Homeean formulary of Sirmium, it had protested 
against the impiety of the genuine Eusebians. In 
the successive Councils of Ancyra and Seleucia, in 
the two following years, it had condemned and 
deposed them ; and had established the scarcely ob- 
jectionable creed of Lucian. On its own subsequent 
disgrace at Court, it had concentrated itself on the 
Asiatic side of the Hellespont; while the high 
character of its leading bishops for gravity and 
strictness of life, and its influence over the monas- 
tic institutions, gave it a formidable popularity 
among the lower classes on the opposite coast of 


Thrace. 
Doon 
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Seven years after the Council of Seleucia, in the 
reign of Valens, the Semi-arians held a Council at 
Lampsacus, in which they condemned the Homeean 
formulary of Ariminum, confirmed the creed of the 
Dedication, and, after citing the Eudoxians to an- 
swer the accusations brought against them, pro- 
ceeded to ratify the deposition of them, which 
had already been pronounced at Seleucia. At this 
time they seem to have entertained hopes of gain- 
ing the Emperor; but finding the influence of 
Eudoxius paramount at Court, their horror or jea- 
lousy of his party led them to a bolder step. They 
resolved on putting themselves under the protec- 
tion of Valentinian, the orthodox Emperor of the 
West ; and, finding it necessary for this purpose to 
stand well with the Latin Church, they at length 
overcame their repugnance to the Homoousion, and 
subscribed a formula, of which, (at least till the 
Council of Constantinople, a. p. 360,) they had 
been among the most eager and obstinate opposers. 
Fifty-nine Semi-arian Bishops gave in their assent 
to orthodoxy on this memorable occasion, which 
took place a.p. 366. Their deputies were received 
into communion by Liberius, who had recovered 
himself at Ariminum, and who wrote letters in 
favour of these new converts to the Churches of 
the East. On their return, they presented them- 
selves before an orthodox Council then sitting at 
Tyana, exhibited the commendatory letters which 
they had received from Italy, Gaul, Africa, and 
Sicily, as well as Rome, and were joyfully acknow- 
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ledged by the assembled prelates as members of cuar. v1. 
the Catholic body. A final Council was appointed >= 
at Tarsus ; whither it was hoped all the Churches 
of the East would send representatives, in order to 


complete the reconciliation between the two parties. 
But enough had been done, as it would seem, in 
the external course of events, to unite the scattered 
portions of the Church; and, when that end was 
on the point of accomplishment, the usual law of 
Divine Providence intervened, and left the sequel 
of the union as a task and a trial for Christians in- 
dividually. The project of the Council failed ; 
thirty-four Semi-arian Bishops suddenly opposed 
themselves to the purpose of their brethren, and 
protested against the Homoousion. The Emperor, 
on the other hand, recently baptised by Eudoxius, 
interfered ; forbad the proposed Council, and pro- 
ceeded to issue an edict, in which all bishops were 
deposed from their sees, who had been banished 
under Constantius, and restored by Julian. It 
was at this time, that the fifth exile of Athanasius 
took place, which was lately mentioned. A more 
cruel persecution followed in a.p. 371, and lasted 
for several years. The death of Valens, a.p. 378, 
was followed by the final downfall of Arianism in 
the Eastern Church. 

As to Semi-arianism, it disappears from eccle- The Mace. 
siastical history at the date of the Council of Tarsus ; 
from which time the portion of the party, which re- 
mained non-conformist, is more properly designated 
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cnap. vit. Macedonian, or Pneumatomachist, from the chief 
article of their heresy. 
pate of te ~~ During the reign of Valens, much had been 
urch of kes) 
Constanti- done in furtherance of evangelical truth, in the still 


a remaining territory of Arianism, by the proceed- 
ings of the Semi-arians; but at the same period, 
symptoms of returning orthodoxy, even in its pur- 
est form, had appeared in Constantinople itself. 
On the death of Eudoxius (a. p. 370), the Catho- 
lics elected an orthodox successor, by name Eva- 
grius. He was instantly banished by the Empe- 
ror’s command ; and the population of Constanti- 
nople seconded the act of Valens, by the most un- 
provoked excesses towards the Catholics. Eighty 
of their clergy, who were in consequence deputed 
to lay their grievances before Valens, were put to 
death under circumstances of extreme treachery 
and barbarity. Faith, which was able to stand its 
ground in such a season of persecution, was natu- 
rally prompted to more strenuous acts, when pros- 
perous times succeeded. On the death of Valens, 
the Catholics of Constantinople looked beyond their 
own community for assistance, in combating the 
dominant heresy. LEvagrius, whom they had 
elected to the see, seems to have died in exile ; and 
they invited in his place the celebrated Gregory 
Nazianzen, a man of diversified accomplishments, 
distinguished for his eloquence, and still more 
for his orthodoxy, his integrity, and the innocence, 
amiableness, and refinement of his character. 
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Gregory was a native of Cappadocia, and an cnap. vi 
intimate friend of the great Basil, with whom he oe 
had studied at Athens. On Basil’s elevation Nazianzen. 
to the exarchate of Cesarea, Gregory had been 
placed by him in the bishoprick of Sasime ; but, 
the appointment being contested by Anthimus, 
who claimed the primacy of the lower Cappadocia, 
he retired to Nazianzus, his father’s diocese, where 
he took on himself those labours, to which the 
elder Gregory had become unequal. After the 
death of the latter, he remained for several years 
without pastoral employment, till the invitation of 
the Catholics brought him to Constantinople. His 
election was approved by Meletius, patriarch of 
Antioch ; and by Peter, the successor of Athana- 
sius, who by letter recognised his accession to the 
metropolitan see. 

On his first arrival there, hd had no more suit- His exer- 
able place of worship than his own lodgings, where count 
he preached the Catholic doctrine to the dwindled a5 
communion over which he presided. But the re- 
sult which Constantius had anticipated, when he 
denied to Athanasius a church in Antioch, soon 
showed itself at Constantinople. His congregation 
increased ; the house, in which they assembled, was 
conyerted into a church by the pious liberality of 
its owner, with the name of Anastasia, in hope of 
that resurrection which now awaited the long-bu- 
ried truths of the Gospel. The contempt, with 
which the Arians had first regarded him, was suc- 
ceeded by a persecution on the part of the populace. 
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An attempt was made to stone him; his church 
was attacked, and he himself brought before a 
magistrate, under pretence of having caused the 
riot. Violence so unjust did but increase the in- 
fluence, which a disdainful toleration had allowed 
him to establish; and the accession of the ortho- 
dox Theodosius secured it. 

On his arrival at Constantinople, the new Em- 
peror resolved on executing in his capital the de- 
termination, which he had already prescribed by 
edict to the Eastern empire. The Arian bishops 
were required to subscribe the Nicene formulary, 
or to quit their sees. Demophilus, the Eusebian 
successor of Eudoxius, who was before introduced 
to our notice as an accomplice in the seduction of 
Liberius, was first presented with the alternative ; 
and, with an honesty of which his party affords few 
instances, he refused to assent at once to opinions, 
which he had throughout his life been opposing, 
and retired from the city. Many bishops, how- 
ever, of the Arian party conformed ; and the Church 
was unhappily inundated by the very evil, which 
in the reign of Constantine the Athanasians had 
strenuously and successfully withstood. 

The unfortunate policy, which led to this measure, 
might seem at first sight to be sanctioned by the 
decree of the Alexandrian Council, which made 
subscription the test of orthodoxy ; but, on a closer 
inspection, the cases will be found to be altogether 
dissimilar. When Athanasius acted upon that 
principle, in the reign of Julian, there was no secu- 
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lar object to be gained by conformity ; or rather, cHap. vr. 
the malevolence of the Emperor was peculiarly di- ~ 
rected against those, whether orthodox or Semi- 
arians, who evinced any earnestness in the subject 
of Christianity. Even then, the recognition was 
not extended to those, who had taken an active part 
on the side of heresy. On the other hand, the 
example of Athanasius himself, and Alexander of 
Constantinople, in the reign of Constantine, suffi- 
ciently marked their judgment ; both of whom had 
resisted the attempt of the Court to force Arius 
upon the Church, even though he professed his 
assent to the Homoousion. 

Whether or not it was in Gregory’s power to Gregory 

acquiesces. 

hinder the recognition of the Arianizers, or whether 
his firmness was not equal to his humility and 
zeal, the consequences of the measure are visible in 
the conduct of the General Council, which followed 
it. He himself may be considered as the victim of 
it; and he has left us in poetry and oratory his 
testimony to the unsoundness of principle, which 
the continued agitations of controversy had occa- 
sioned in the Eastern Church. 

The following passage, from one of his Orations, His deserip- 
illustrates both the state of the times, and his own self and his 
beautiful character, though unequal to struggle i, 
against them. ‘‘ Who is there,” he says, ‘but 
will find, on measuring himself by St. Paul’s rules 
for the conduct of Bishops and Priests,—that they 
should be sober, chaste, not fond to wine, not 
strikers, instructive, unblameable in all things, 
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cuar. vi. unassailable by the wicked,—that he falls far short 


of its perfection?... 1 am alarmed to think of our 
Lord’s censure of the Pharisees, and condemnation 
of the Scribes; disgraceful indeed would it be, 
should we, who are bid be so far above them in 
righteousness, in order to enter the kingdom of 
heaven, appear even worse than they.... These 
thoughts haunt me night and day ; they consume 
my bones, and feed on my flesh; they keep me 
from confidence, or from walking with erect coun- 
tenance. They so humble me and cramp my mind, 
and place a chain on my tongue, that I cannot 
think of a Ruler’s office, nor of correcting and guid- 
ing others, which is a talent above me; but only, 
how I myself may flee from the wrath to come, 
and wash myself some little from the poison of my 
sin. First, I must be reformed, and then reform 
others ; learn wisdom, and then impart it; draw 
near to God, and then bring others; be cleansed, 
and then cleanse. ‘ When will you ever get to the 
end of this?’ say the hasty and incautious, who are 
quick to build and to pulldown. ‘When will you 
place your light on a candlestick? Where is your 
talent?’ So say friends of mine, who have more 
zeal for me than sobriety. Ah, my brave men, 
why ask my season for acting, and my plan? 
Surely the last day of payment is soon enough, the 
very close of life is an early day. Grey hairs have 
prudence, and youth is inexpert. Best be slow 
and sure; a kingdom for a day, not a tyranny for 
a life ; a little gold, not a weight of lead. It was 
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the shallow earth shot forth the early blade... . cHap. v1. 
Truly there is cause of fear, lest I be bound hand = 
and foot and cast without the marriage chamber, as 
a bold intruder without fitting garment among the 
assembled guests. And yet I was called thither 
from my youth, (to confess a matter of my private 
life) and on God was I thrown from the womb ; 
made over to Him by my mother’s vow, fixed in 
His service by hardships afterwards. Yea, and 
my own wish shot up beside His purpose, and my 
reason ran along with it; and all I had to give, 
wealth, splendour, health, literature, I brought 
and offered them to Him, who called and saved me ; 
my sole enjoyment of them being the resolve to 
turn away from them, my sole gain the loss of 
them for Christ. To undertake the government 
and guidance of souls is above me, who have not 
yet well learned to be guided, nor to be sanctified 
as far as is fitting. Much more is this so in a 
time like the present; when it is a great thing to 
secure some shelter from the encompassing storm, 
in which one sees others tossed to and fro, and so 
to escape the tempestuous and rayless night. This 
is a time when the members of the Christian body 
war with each other, and the scant residue of love 
is scattered abroad... . Moabites and Ammonites, 
who were forbidden even to enter the Church of 
Christ, now tread our holiest places. We have 
opened to all, not gates of righteousness, but of 
mutual reviling and injury. We think those the 
best of men, not who keep from every idle word 
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cnap. vi. through fear of God, but such as have most success 


Maximus, 
the Cynic. 


in slandering their neighbour, openly or covertly, 
and cherish under their tongue tumult and trouble, 
or, (to speak more truly,) the poison of asps. And 
we hunt out the sins of others, not to lament but 
to blame them ; not to cure but to open the sore ; 
and to make the wounds of others an excuse for 
our own. Men are judged good and bad, not by 
their conduct, but by friendship and enmity. We 
praise to-day, we call names to-morrow. Impiety 
meets with every allowance. So magnanimously 
are we forgiving in wicked ways! !” 

The first disturbance in the reviving Church of 
Constantinople had arisen from the ambition of 
Maximus, a Cynic philosopher, who aimed at sup- 
planting Gregory in his Patriarchate. He was a . 
friend and countryman of Peter, the new Patriarch 
of Alexandria ; and had suffered banishment in the 
Oasis, on the persecution which followed, the death 
of Athanasius. His reputation was considerable 
among learned men of the day, as is shown by 
the letters addressed to him by Basil. Gregory 
fell in with him at Constantinople ; and pleased at 
the apparent strictness and manliness of his con- 
duct, he received him into his house, baptized him, 
and at length admitted him into inferior orders. 
The return made by Maximus to his benefactor, 
was to conduct an intrigue with one of his principal 
Presbyters ; to gain over Peter of Alexandria, who 
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had already recognized Gregory; to obtain from cuap. v1. 
him the presence of three of his Bishops; and, ~~~ 
breaking into the metropolitan Church during the 

night, to instal himself, with their aid, in the epis- 

copal throne. A tumult ensued, and he was obliged 

to leave the city ; but, far from being daunted at 

the immediate failure of his plot, he laid his case 

before a Council of the West, his plea consisting 

on the one hand, in a pretence that Gregory held 

the See contrary to the Canons, as being Bishop 

of another Church, and on the other hand, in the 
recognition which he had obtained from the Patri- 

arch of Alexandria. The Council, deceived by his 
representations, approved of his consecration ; but 
Theodosius, to whom he next addressed himself, 

saw through his artifices, and banished him. 

Fresh mortifications awaited the eloquent Gregory re- 
preacher, to whom the Church of Constantinople cia 
owed its resurrection. While the Arians censured his 
retiring habits, and his abstinence from the innocent 
pleasures of life, his own flock began to complain 
of his neglecting to use his influence at Court for 
their advantage. Overwhelmed with the dis- 
quietudes, to which these occurrences gave birth, 
Gregory resolved to bid adieu to a post, which 
required a less sensitive or a more vigorous mind 
than his own. In a farewell oration, he recounted 
his labours and sufferings during the time he had 
been among them, commemorated his success, and 
exhorted them to persevere in the truth, which they 
had learned from him. His congregation were 
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affected by this address; and, a reaction of feeling 
taking place, they passionately entreated him to 
abandon a resolve, which would involve the ruin of 
orthodoxy in Constantinople, and they declared 
that they would not quit the Church, till he acceded 
to their importunities. At their entreaties, he con- 
sented to suspend the execution of his purpose for 
a while ; that is, until the Eastern prelates who 
were expected at the General Council, which had 
by that time been convoked, should appoint a 
Bishop in his room. 

The circumstances attending the arrival of Theo- 
dosius at Constantinople, connected as they were 
with the establishment of the true religion, still 
were calculated to inflict an additional wound on 
his feelings; and to merease his indisposition to 
continue in a situation, endeared to him by its 
earlier associations. The inhabitants of an opulent 
and luxurious metropolis, familiarized to Arianism 
by its forty years ascendancy among them, and 
disgusted at the apparent severity of the orthodox 
school, prepared to resist the installation of Gregory 
in the cathedral of St. Sophia. A strong military 
force was appointed to escort him thither; and the 
Emperor gave countenance to the proceedings by 
his own presence. Allowing himself to be put in 
possession of the Church, Gregory was nevertheless 
firm to his purpose of not seating himself upon 
the Archiepiscopal throne; and, when the light- 
minded multitude clamorously required it, he was 
unequal to the task of addressing them, and 
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deputed one of his Presbyters to speak in his cmap. vu. 
stead. a 

Nor were the manners of the Court more con- His dislike 
genial to his well-regulated mind, than the lawless Gout 
spirit of the people. Offended at the disorders 
which he witnessed there, he shunned the conde- 
scending advances of the Emperor; and was with 
difficulty withdrawn from the duties of his station, 
the solitude of his own thoughts, and the activity 
of pious ministrations, prayer and fasting, the 
punishment of offenders and the visitation of 
the sick. Careless of personal splendour, he al- 
lowed the revenues of his see to be expended in 
supporting its dignity, by inferior ecclesiastics, who 
were in his confidence; and, while he defended 
the principle, on which Arianism had been dis- 
possessed of its power, he exerted himself with 
earnestness to protect the heretics from all intem- 
perate execution of the Imperial decree. 

Nor was the elevated refinement of Gregory of sega 
better adapted to sway the minds of the corrupt lates. © 
hierarchy which Arianism had engendered, than 
to rule the Court and the people. ‘‘ If I must speak 
the truth,” he says in one of his letters, ‘I feel 
disposed to shun every conference of the Heads of 
the Church; because I never saw Synod brought 
to a happy issue, nor remedying, but rather in- 
creasing, existing evils. For rivalry and ambition 
are stouter than verbal decisions ;—do not think 
me extravagant for saying so ;—and a mediator is 
more likely to be assailed himself, than to succeed 
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cuap. vI.in his attempt at pacification. Accordingly, I 
————~ have fallen back upon my own resources, and con- 
sider retirement the only means of tranquillity '.” 
Sheed Such was the state of things, under which the 
nople. second icumenical Council, as it has since beencon- 
sidered, was convoked. It assembled in May, a. D. 
381; being designed to put an end, as far as might 
be, to those very disorders, which unhappily found 
their principal exercise in the meetings which were 
to remove them. The Western Church enjoyed 
at this time an almost perfect peace, and sent no 
deputies to Constantinople. But in the Oriental 
provinces, besides the distractions caused by the 
various heretical offshoots of Arianism, its indirect 
effects existed in the dissensions of the Catholics 
themselves; the schism at Antioch; the claims of 
Maximus to the see of Constantinople ; and recent 
disturbances at Alexandria, where the loss of Atha- 
nasius was already painfully visible. Added to 
these, was the ambiguous position of the Macedo- 
nians ; who resisted the orthodox doctrine, yet 
were only by implication heretical, or at least some 
of them far less than others. Thirty-six of their 
Bishops attended the Council, principally from the 
neighbourhood of the Hellespont; of the orthodox 
150, Meletius, of Antioch, being the president. 
Other eminent prelates present were Gregory 
Nyssen, brother of St. Basil, who had died some 
years before; Amphilochius of Iconium, Diodorus 


' Greg. Naz. ep. 55. 
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of Tarsus, Cyril of Jerusalem, and Gelasius of cap. vr. 


Cresarea, in Palestine. 


The Council had scarcely accomplished its first Death of 


act, the establishment of Gregory in the see of 
Constantinople, to the exclusion of Maximus, when 
Meletius, the President, died; an unhappy event, 
as not only removing a check from its more tur- 
bulent members, but in itself supplying the mate- 
rials of immediate discord. An arrangement had 
been effected between the two orthodox commu- 
nions at Antioch, by which it was provided, that 
the survivor of the rival Bishops should be acknow- 
ledged by the opposite party, and a termination 
thus put to the schism. This was in accordance 
with the principle acted upon by the Alexandrian 
Council, on the separation of the Meletians from 
the Arians. At that time the Eustathian party 
was called on to concede, by acknowledging Mele- 
tius ; and now, on the death of Meletius, it became 
the duty of the Meletians in turn to submit to 
Paulinus, whom Lucifer had consecrated as Bishop 
of the Eustathians. Schism, however, admits not 
of these simple remedies. The self-will of a Latin 
Bishop had defeated the plan of conciliation in the 
former instance ; and now the pride and jealousy of 
the Orientals revolted from communion with a 
prelate of Latin creation. The attempt of Gregory, 
who had succeeded to the presidency of the Coun- 
cil, to calm their angry feelings, and to persuade 
them to deal fairly with the Eustathians, as well as 
to restore peace to the Church, only directed their 
Ee 
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cHAP. VI. violence against himself. It was in vain that his 
~~ own connexion with the Meletian party evidenced 
the moderation and candour of his advice ; in vain 
that the age of Paulinus gave assurance, that the 
nominal triumph of the Latins could be of no long 
continuance. fFlavian, who, together with others, 
had solemnly sworn, that he would not accept the 
bishoprick in case of the death of Meletius, per- 
mitted himself to be elevated to the vacant see ; 
and Gregory, driven from the Council, took refuge 
from its clamours in a remote part of Constan- 

tinople. 
Arrivalof About this time the arrival of the Egyptian 
i Sa das bishops increased the dissension. By some inex- 
a plicable omission they had not been summoned to 
the Council ; and they came, inflamed with resent- 
ment against the Orientals. They had throughout 
taken the side of Paulinus, and now their earnest- ° 
ness in his favour was increased by their jealousy of 
his opponents. Another cause of offence was 
given to them, in the recognition of Gregory before 
their arrival ; nor did his siding with them in be- 
half of Paulinus, avail to avert from him the 
consequences of their indignation. Maximus was 
their countryman, and the deposition of Gregory 
was necessary to appease their insulted patriotism. 
Accordingly, the former charge was revived of the 
illegality of his promotion. A Canon of the Nicene 
Council prohibited the translation of bishops, 
priests, or deacons, from church to chureh ; and, 
while it was calumniously pretended, that Gregory 
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had held in succession three bishopricks, Sasime, cuar. vr. 
Nazianzus, and Constantinople, it could not be de- ~ 
nied, that, at least, he had passed from Nazianzus, 
the place of his original ordination, to the Imperial 
city. Urged by this fresh attack, Gregory once 
more resolved to retire from an eminence, which 
he had from the first been reluctant to occupy, ex- 
cept for the sake of the remembrances, with which 
it was connected. The Emperor with difficulty 
accepted his resignation; but at length allowed 
him to depart from Constantinople, Nectarius being 
placed on the patriarchal throne in his stead. 

In the mean while, a Council had been held at nd 
Aquileia of the bishops of the north of Italy, with 
a view of inquiring into the faith of two Bishops of 
Dacia, accused of Arianism. During its session, 
news was brought of the determination of the Con- 
stantinopolitan Fathers to appoint a successor to 
Meletius ; and, surprised both by the unexpected 
continuation of the schism, and by the slight put 
on themselves, they petitioned Theodosius to per- 
mit a general Council to be convoked at Alexan- 
dria, which the delegates of the Latin Church might 
attend. Some dissatisfaction, moreover, was felt 
for a time at the appointment of Nectarius, in the 
place of Maxims, whom they had originally recog- 
nized. They changed their petition shortly after, 
and expressed a wish that a Council should be 
held at Rome. 

These letters from the West were submitted to the Correspon- 


lence be- 


Council of Constantinople, at its second, or, (as some tween the 
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say,) third sitting, a.p. 382 or 383, at which Nec- 
tarius presided. An answer was returned to the 
Latins, declining to repair to Rome, on the ground 
of the inconvenience, which would arise from the 
absence of the Eastern bishops from their dioceses ; 
the Creed and other doctrinal statements of the 
Council were sent them, and the promotion of Nec- 
tarius and Flavian was maintained to be agreeable 
to the Nicene Canons, which determined, that the 
Bishops of a province had the right of consecrating 
such of their brethren, as were chosen by the people 
and clergy, without the interposition of foreign 
Churches ; an exhortation to follow peace was 
added, and to prefer the edification of the whole 
body of Christians, to personal attachments and the 
interests of individuals. 

Thus ended the second General Council. As to 
the addition made by it to the Nicene Creed, it is 
conceived in the temperate spirit, which might be 
expected from those men, who took the more active 
share in its doctrinal discussions. The ambitious and 
tumultuous part of the assembly seems to have been 
weary of the controversy, and to have left the set- 
tlement of it to the more experienced and serious- 
minded of their body. The Creed of Constantinople 
is said to be the composition of Gregory Nyssen’. 


* Whether or not the Macedonians explicitly denied the divi- 
nity of the Holy Spirit, is uncertain; but they viewed Him as 
essentially separate from, and external to, the One Indivisible 
Godhead. Accordingly, the Creed, (which is that since incor- 
porated in the public services of the Church,) without declaring 
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From the date of this Council, Arianism was 
formed into a sect exterior to the Catholic Church ; 
and, taking refuge among the Barbarian Invaders 
of the Empire, is merged among those external 
enemies of Christianity, whose history cannot be 
regarded as strictly ecclesiastical. Such is the 
general course of religious error; which rises 
within the sacred precincts, but in vain endeavours 
to take root in a soil uncongenial to it. The 
domination of heresy, however prolonged, is but 
one stage in its existence ; it ever hastens to an 
end, and that end is the triumph of the Truth. 
‘“] myself have seen the ungodly in great power,” 
says the Psalmist, ‘‘and flourishing like a green 
bay tree; I went by, and lo, he was gone; I sought 
him, but his place could no where be found.” 
Even the Papal Apostacy, which seems at first 
sight an exception to this rule, has lasted but the 
same proportion of the whole duration of Christ- 
ianity, which Arianism occupied in its day; that 
is, if we date it, as in fairness we ought, from the 
fatal Council of Trent. And, as to the present 


more than the occasion required, closes all speculations concern- 
ing the incomprehensible subject, by simply confessing His unity 
mith the Father and Son. It declares, moreover, that He is the 
Lord or Sovereign Spirit, because the heretics considered Him to 
be but a minister of God; and the Supreme Giver of life, because 
they considered Him a mere instrument, by whom we received 
the gift. The last clause of the second paragraph in the Creed, is 
directed against the heresy of Marcellus of Ancyra. 
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cuap. vi. perils, with which our branch of the Church is 

——= beset, as they bear a marked resemblance to those 
of the fourth century, so are the lessons, which the 
latter period offers us, especially cheering and 
edifying to Christians of the present day. Then 
as now, there was the prospect, and partly the 
presence in the Church, of an Heretical Power 
enthralling it, exerting a varied influence and an 
usurped claim in the appointment of her function- 
aries, and interfering with the management of her 
internal affairs. Now as then, ‘‘ whosoever shall 
fall upon this stone shall be broken, but on 
whomsoever it shall fall, it will grind him to 
powder.” Meanwhile, we may take comfort in 
reflecting, that, though the present tyranny has 
more of insult, it has hitherto had less of scandal, 
than attended the ascendancy of Arianism; we 
may rejoice in the piety, prudence, and varied 
graces of our Spiritual Rulers; and may rest in 
the confidence, that, should the hand of Satan 
press us sore, our Athanasius and Basil will be 
given us in their destined season, to break the 
bonds of the Oppressor, and let the captives go 
free. 


NOTE on Page 273. 


The original Nicene Creed is here subjoined, as contained in 
Socr. Hist. i. 8. 
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